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"The  Raft  of  Summer" 

Courtesy  of  Paul  Smith,  Binghamton,  New  York 

Someone  once  said  a picture  is  worth  a thousand  words, 
and  the  cover  photograph  summarizes  the  study  in  a simple 
but  graphic  manner.  Today,  the  modern  Huck  Finn  can  en- 
joy many  scenic  and  recreational  opportunities  associated 
with  a Susquehanna  River  relatively  free  of  pollutants.  But 
tomorrow  when  the  boy  is  grown,  will  the  river  still  offer 
clean  water  for  his  children's  enjoyment?  This  study  sug- 
gests some  ways  to  keep  the  Susquehanna  clean  and  to 
ensure  that  future  generations  in  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties 
can  enjoy  "The  Raft  of  Summer.  " 


The  Report  for  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study  consists  of  nine  appendices.  The  Summary  Report, 
Background  Information  Appendix,  Plan  Formulation 
Appendix,  and  Comments  Appendix  constitute  !He  primary 
Study  documents.  The  Five  remaining  appendices  support  the 
Plan  Formulation  Appendix.  The  relationship  of  the 
Comments  Appendix  to  the  other  Study  documents  is  indi- 
cated  in  the  diagram  below  . 
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The  draft  Report,  except  for  the  Comments  Appendix,  was 
circulated  for  review  in  the  fall  of  1975.  Ss  review  com- 
ments  were  received  from  interested  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies  and  individuals,  the  draft  document  was 
modified  to  reflect  relevant  concerns  prior  to  publication  of 
the  final  version.  The  Comments  Appendix  contains  the 
written  reactions  of  others  to  the  general  procedure  and 
findings  of  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  as 
presented  in  the  draft  Report. 


BINGHAMTON  WASTEWATER  MANAGEMENT  STUDY  ^ 


COMMENTS  APPENDIX 


___  JUNE  1976 


; 

i 


Prepared  by  the 
BALTIMORE  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


i ft 


PISTRI  , , .-™- 

• i JIT 


on  Unlimited 


BINGHAMTON  WASTEWATER  MANAGEMENT  STUDY 


COMMENTS  APPENDIX 
TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

Chapter  Page 


I Overview  of  the  Study  and  the  Report  1 

Purpose  of  the  Study  1 

Study  Area  2 

Scope  of  Study  4 

Organizational  Structure  4 

Planning  Framework  6 

II  Comments  10 

Comments  from  Federal  and  Interstate  Agencies  11 

U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  II  12 

Letter  dated  2 July  1976  12 

Reply  dated  12  August  1976  13 

Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  15 

Letter  dated  9 December  1975  15 

Letter  dated  5 January  1976  17 

Letter  dated  16  January  1976  19 

Letter  dated  19  April  1976  21 

Letter  dated  27  April  1976  23 

Reply  dated  6 August  1976  24 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior,  National  Park 
Service  26 

Letter  dated  12  December  1975  26 

Letter  dated  8 January  1976  28 

Reply  dated  9 January  1976  30 

Letter  dated  16  January  1976  31 

Letter  dated  29  January  1976  32 

Response  33 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  34 

Letter  dated  14  April  1976  34 

Response  35 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation  36 

Letter  dated  5 December  1975  36 

Letter  (undated)  37 

Letter  dated  13  April  1976  39 

Response  40 


i 


£ 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS  (Continued) 


Chapter 

~n — 


U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Letter  dated  12  December  1975 
Letter  dated  7 January  1976 
Letter  dated  27  January  1976 
Response 

U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  Region  II 
Letter  (undated) 

Comments  from  State  Agencies 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation 

Letter  dated  24  May  1976 
Letter  dated  29  June  1976 
Letter  dated  7 July  1976 
Reply  dated  6 August  1976 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  Department  of 
Environmental  Resources 
Letter  dated  3 March  1976 
Letter  dated  10  May  1976 
New  York  Archaeological  Council 
Letter  dated  21  January  1976 
Rochester  Museum  and  Science  Center 
Letter  dated  6 February  1976 
New  York  State  Museum  and  Science  Service 
Letter  dated  14  May  1976 
Response 

Comments  from  Regional  and  Local  Agencies 
Broome  County 

Letter  dated  21  January  1976 
Letter  dated  23  February  1976 
Tioga  County 

Letter  dated  7 May  1976 
Southern  Tier  East  Regional  Planning 
Development  Board 

Letter  dated  28  April  1976 
Response 

Broome  County  Health  Department 
Letter  dated  6 May  1976 

Comments  from  Citizens  and  Other  Interested 

Parties 

Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Letter  dated  13  February  1976 


i. 


Page 

41 

41 

44 

46 

47 

48 

48 

49 

50 
50 
57 
60 
61 

66 

66 

67 

68 
68 
69 

69 

70 

70 

71 

72 

73 

73 

74 
76 

76 

77 

77 

78 

79 
79 


81 

82 

82 


ii 


LIST  OF  FIGURES 

rritle 


Bicounty  Area 

Management  Structure  for  the  Binghamton 
Wastewater  Management  Study 
Relationship  of  Planning  Stages,  Tasks, 
and  Iterations 
Sequence  of  Study  Review 


■A 


CHAPTER  I 


OVERVIEW  OF  THE  STUDY  AND  THE  REPORT 


^The  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  was  a joint 
Federal,  State,  and  local  planning  effort  to  develop  viable 
alternatives  for  protection  and  enhancement  of  water  quality 
and  associated  resources  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin 
within  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York,  Following 
two  years  of  concentrated  activity,  the  draft  Report  for  the 
Study  was  published  in  the  fall  of  1975.  The  draft  Report 
documented  the  details  of  plan  formulation,  design  and  cost, 
impact  assessment  and  evaluation,  institutional  analysis, 
and  public  involvement.  Interested  agencies  and  individuals 
were  asked  to  review  the  draft  Report  and  comment  on  the 
Study  findings.  These  written  responses  and  evaluations  by 
others  concerning  the  draft  Report  form  the  basis  of  the 
Comments  Appendix. 


PURPOSE  OF  THE  STUDY 


The  purpose  of  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study  was  to  develop  both  short  and  long-range  wastewater 
management  plans  for  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New 
York.  The  Study  identified  both  present  and  potential  water 
quality  problems,  and  designed  and  evaluated  alternative 
plans  to  solve  these  problems.  These  plans  were  formulated 
to  complement  the  existing  water  quality  programs  of  the 
State  of  New  York  while  assisting  local  communities  along 
the  Susquehanna  and  Chenango  Rivers  in  achieving  the 
requirements  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
Amendments  of  1972  (Public  Law  92-500). 


The  Study  focused  primarily  on  water  quality  and  wastewater 
management  problem  s.  It  did  not  concentrate  on  other  water 
resource  needs  and  problems  such  as  flood  control,  water 
supply,  or  recreation.  However,  the  Study  did  formulate 
alternative  wastewater  management  plans  that  were  com- 
patible with  solutions  to  these  problems  and  would  make 
them  more  readily  attainable. 


STUDY  AREA 


Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York  are  located  along  the 
southern  tier  of  counties  bordering  the  Commonwealth  of 
Vnnsylvania.  The  Susquehanna  River  flows  in  the  southern 
jxirtion  of  both  counties,  and  drains  all  of  Tioga  County  and 
most  of  Broome  County.  Initially,  the  Binghamton  Waste- 
water  Management  Study  examined  all  of  Broome  and  Tioga 
Counties  in  assessing  wastewater  management  questions  and 
related  problems.  The  Bicounty  Area  is  shown  on  Figure 
1-1.  As  wastewater  problems  were  identified  and  potential 
solutions  formulated,  the  Bicounty  Area  was  divided  into 
two  regions  for  subsequent  planning  efforts.  The  major 
thrust  of  the  Study  focused  on  the  "Urban  Study  Area"  or 
central  urban  core  in  the  two  counties.  Included  in  the  Urban 
Study  Area  were  the  City  of  Binghamton,  Johnson  City, 
Endicott,  Vestal,  the  Village  of  Owego,  the  Town  of  Owego, 
and  expanding  developments  in  the  Nanticoke  Creek  Valley, 
the  Chenango  River  Valley,  and  the  Five  Mile  Point  area. 
The  Study  geared  its  intensive  effort  to  producing  wastewater 
management  plans  for  the  Urban  Study  Area  as  the  critical 
water  quality  problems  were  found  there. 

The  second  region  was  labeled  "Outlying  Communities"  and 
encompassed  the  small  residential  villages  and  hamlets  sep- 
arated from  the  Urban  Study  Area.  These  Outlying  Com- 
munities included  the  Village  of  Lisle,  Whitney  Point, 
Windsor,  Harpursville,  Waverly,  Nichols,  Spencer, 
Candor,  and  Newark  Valley.  Although  there  were  some 
localized  problems  with  sewage  treatment  and  disposal,  the 
Outlying  Communities  were  found  to  have  very  little  impact 
on  water  quality  in  the  major  waterways  of  the  Bicounty 
Area.  Therefore,  the  intensity  of  Study  effort  for  these 
Outlying  Communities  was  not  to  the  same  level  of  detail 
as  for  the  Urban  Study  Area. 
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BICOUNTY  STUDY  AREA 


SCOPE  OF  STUDY 


The  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  made  a sys- 
tematic comparison  of  major  alternatives  in  terms  of 
technical  feasibility;  environmental,  social,  and  economic 
impacts;  implementation  arrangements;  and  public  accept- 
ability. The  level  of  design  detail  used  in  the  Study  was 
of  "survey  scope"  detail.  The  investigation  developed 
sufficient  design  and  evaluation  detail  to  allow  a choice  to 
be  made  from  a range  of  alternatives;  it  did  not,  however, 
provide  the  detailed  design  data  necessary  for  construction 
of  a specific  project. 

The  survey  scope  Study,  then,  formulated  and  analyzed  cost- 
effective  and  environmentally-effective  wastewater  manage- 
ment alternatives.  These  alternatives  ranged  from  a plan  to 
meet  current  requirements  within  the  immediate  future  to  a 
plan  to  achieve  the  highest  levels  of  wastewater  treatment 
by  the  year  1985,  consistent  with  the  goals  of  P.  L.  92-500. 
Additionally,  the  alternatives  were  designed  to  the  year  2020 
with  an  accompanying  schedule  of  construction  priorities  and 
implementation  procedures. 


ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE 


To  encourage  participation  by  other  government  agencies  and 
the  public,  a formal  organizational  structure  was  established 
to  furnish  maximum  opportunity  for  involvement.  This 
formal  structure  consisted  of  an  Interagency  Study  Manage- 
ment Group  (ISMG),  a Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC), 
and  a Technical  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  as  shown  on 
Figure  T-2. 

The  ISMG  provided  overall  guidance  and  direction  for  the 
Study  effort.  Policy  decisions,  interpretation  of  guidelines, 
and  recommendations  were  sought  from  each  participant  on 
the  ISMG  as  the  Study  progressed.  The  CAC  supplied  the 
necessary  channel  of  communication  where  citizens  could 
make  suggestions  for  Study  direction  and  where  they  could 
obtain  additional  information  pertinent  to  the  Study.  The 
Committee  also  shared  sponsorship  and  management  respon- 
sibilities for  the  general  public  involvement  program.  On 
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the  technical  level,  the  counterpart  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  was  the  TAC.  The  purpose  of  the  TAC  was  to 
review  wastewater  management  alternatives  in  terms  of 
technical  adequacy  and  make  recommendations  for 
engineering  aspects  in  each  stage  of  the  Study.  The  TAC 
also  functioned  as  the  basic  mechanism  for  information 
exchange  among  participating  organizations. 


PLANNING  F R A M E WORK 


To  accomplish  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study,  a three  stage  planning  approach  was  adopted.  These 
three  stages  of  plan  development  provided  for  increasing  the 
level  of  detail  of  data  and  analysis  while  setting  forth  a fewer 
number  of  alternative  plans  for  choice  at  the  completion  of 
each  stage.  For  convenience  and  clarity,  initial  Stage  I out- 
puts were  labeled  as  strategies.  Stage  II  outputs  as  alterna- 
tives, and  detailed  Stage  III  outputs  as  complete  plans. 
Figure  1-3  conceptually  displays  the  three  stages,  their 
labels,  and  the  direction  of  progress. 

Additionally,  four  tasks  were  accomplished  within  each 
stage.  These  four  tasks  included  problem  identification, 
formulation  of  solutions,  impact  assessment,  and  evalu- 
ation. Stage  I emphasized  problem  identification;  Stage 
II  stressed  formulation  and  assessment;  and  Stage  III 
accented  evaluation.  Several  modified  repetitions  of  the 
complete  set  of  tasks  were  required  in  each  stage  and  were 
designated  as  iterations.  Figure  1-3  displays  graphically  the 
interrelationship  oT  tHe  3 stages,  the  4 tasks,  and  the 
numerous  iterations.  (The  Plan  Formulation  Appendix 
gives  a detailed  account  of  the  planning  and  decision-making 
process).  The  objective  of  this  iterative  planning  process 
was  to  arrive  at  a mutually  acceptable  plan  for  recommen- 
dation to  the  general  public  at  the  completion  of  the  Study. 

Continuous  review  of  Study  progress  was  solicited  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  throughout  its  effort.  Affected  parties 
were  asked  to  participate  in  the  actual  plan  formulation  pro- 
cess so  that  realistic  plans  could  be  developed  for  Broome 
and  Tioga  Counties. 
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FIGURE  1-3 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  PI  ANNING  STAGES,  TASKS, 
AND  ITERATIONS 


INCREASING  DETAIL 


Interim  reports,  usually  prepared  by  the  consultant,  were 
furnished  to  participants  for  their  review  at  the  end  of  each 
iteration  in  the  Study.  These  reports  generally  described 
technical,  environmental,  or  institutional  aspects  of  work 
accomplished  in  the  preceding  report  period.  A total  of  six 
iteration  reports  were  prepared,  varying  in  length  from  30 
pages  early  in  the  Study  to  several  hundred  pages  near  the 
completion  of  the  Study. 

After  a two  or  three  week  review  period,  the  Technical  and 
Citizens  Advisory  Committees  would  meet  independently  to 
discuss  each  interim  report.  Corps  personnel  and  members 
of  consultant's  staff  attended  most  meetings  to  answer  ques- 
tions and  accept  suggestions.  The  TAG  and  CAC  meetings 
usually  concluded  with  each  committee  arriving  indepen- 
dently at  a consensus  agreement  as  to  its  own  thoughts  for 
formal  recommendation  to  the  ISMG. 

The  next  step  in  the  sequence  of  Study  review,  an  Inter- 
agency Study  Mangement  Group  meeting,  usually  followed 
the  TAC  and  CAC  meetings  by  about  two  or  three  more 
weeks.  A spokesman  for  each  committee  would  present  his 
committee's  concerns,  questions  and  suggestions  for  direc- 
tion in  the  next  iteration  of  the  Study.  The  two  committee's 
recommendations  were  not  always  identical.  It  was  then  the 
ISMG's  duty  to  review  the  interim  report,  resolve  the 
differing  recommendations  from  the  technical  and  citizens' 
committees,  and  interpret  agency  policies  and  guidelines 
with  the  goal  of  selecting  the  best  alternatives  for  further 
study  in  the  next  iteration.  This  sequence  of  study  review 
is  diagrammed  in  Figure  1-4. 

The  continuous  review  process  offered  the  opportunity  for 
agencies  and  individuals  other  than  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  share  in  the  plan  formulation  and  decision-making 
responsibilities.  The  "open  planning"  atmosphere  generated 
during  the  review  of  each  of  the  six  interim  reports  encour- 
aged constructive  criticism  and  comment  throughout  the 
Study.  Decisions  were  made  on  a sequential  basis  as  many 
initial  strategies  were  successively  narrowed  to  a recom- 
mended Plan  of  Choice  at  the  completion  of  the  Study. 
Because  of  this  extensive  review  procedure,  other  agencies 
and  individuals  were  thoroughly  involved  with  the  Bing- 
hamton Wastewater  Management  Study  when  the  draft  Report 
documenting  the  entire  effort  was  published  in  the  fall  of 
1975.  Therefore,  comments  presented  in  Chapter  II 
generally  reflect  satisfaction  with  both  the  procedure  and 
findings  of  the  Study. 
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FIGURE  1-4 


SEQUENCE  OF  STUDY  REVIEW 
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CHAPTER  II 


COMMENTS 


The  following  chapter  presents  the  written  review  comments 
of  various  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  as  well  as 
interested  citizens.  As  such,  this  chapter  contains  the 
evaluations  and  perceptives  of  others  regarding  the  two  year 
effort  and  the  resulting  recommendations  of  the  Binghamton 
Wastewater  Management  Study. 
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COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AND 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  II 

26  FEDERAL  PLAZA 
NEW  YORK  NEW  YORK  10007 


2 JUL  1978 

Robert  S.  McGarry,  Brigadier  General 
District  Engineer 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Brigadier  General  McGarry: 

My  staff  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
(BWMS).  This  draft  meets  the  intent  of  the  conditions  associated  with 
my  approval  of  the  plan  of  study  as  specified  in  my  letter  to  you  dated 
January  21,  1974.  I therefore  accept  the  draft  subject  to  the  following 
considerations: 

(1)  The  comments  of  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation  (DEC)  as  defined  in  a letter  from  Michael  J.  O'Toole 
to  James  Crews  dated  May  24,  1976,  will  be  satisfactorily 
resolved. 

(2)  The  additional  comments  of  DEC  on  the  Plan  Formulation  and  Cost 
and  Design  Appendices  will  be  satisfactorily  resolved. 

(3)  Wherever  the  report  states  that  advanced  wastewater  treatment 
will  meet  the  1985  "no  discharge"  goal,  it  should  be  clearly 
indicated  that  this  is  the  Corp's  interpretation  of  this  goal. 

(4)  It  is  clearly  understood  that  the  BWMS  does  not  replace  the 
need  for: 

(a)  Facilities  Planning  under  Section  201  of  the  Act, 

(b)  Environmental  Assessments  for  individual  projects,  and 

(c)  Water  Quality  Standards  revisions  by  the  State. 

1 thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Draft,  and  I am 
pleased  to  inform  you  that  the  Draft  is  now  being  used  by  EPA  in  its 
review  of  Basin  Plans,  Facilities  Plans  and  Environmental  Assessments. 


Eerald  M.  Hansler,  P.E. 
Regional  Administrator 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

BALTIMORE  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
PO  BOX  !7tS 

BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND  21203 


NABPL-U 


1 2 AUG  1976 


Mr.  Gerald  M.  Hansler 
Regional  Administrator 
Region  II,  U.  S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency 
26  Federal  Plaza 
New  York,  New  York  10007 


Dear  Mr.  Hansler: 


Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  2 July  1976  concerning  EPA's  staff 
review  of  the  draft  Report  for  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Manage- 
ment Study.  The  following  paragraphs  are  in  response  to  the  con- 
siderations noted  in  your  letter. 

The  Corps  oi  Engineers  has  received  letters  dated  24  May  1976, 
29  June  1976,  and  7 July  1976  (copies  inclosed)  from  the  New  York 
State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (NYSDEC)  con- 
taining comments  about  the  draft  Report.  Where  appropriate, 
editorial  comments  and  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  into  the 
text  as  the  final  Report  was  prepared.  However,  several  substantive 
comments  required  further  clarification  and  were  answered  by  letter 
to  Mr.  Michael  J.  O'Toole  (copy  inclosed).  This  letter  addressed 
certain  questions  pertaining  to  the  following  topics:  the  Baseline 
Plan,  the  impact  of  low  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  on  fisheries, 
stream  classifications,  the  bacterial  model,  the  prediction  of  dis- 
solved oxygen  concentrations,  and  the  recommended  plan. 


The  Summary  Report,  the  Plan  Formulation  Appendix,  and  the 
Design  and  Cost  Appendix  have  been  revised  to  indicate'  that  achieve- 
ment of  the  uno  discharge"  goal  of  P.  L.  92-500  by  advanced  waste- 
water  treatment  is  in  accordance  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
interpretation  of  this  goal. 


The  Institutional  Analysis  Appendix  and  other  applicable  sections  of 
the  Report  have  also  been  rewritten  to  remove  the  implication  that 
the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  fulfills  all  Step  1 
Facilities  Planning  requirements  of  Section  201  of  P.  L.  92-500. 
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1 2 AUG  1976 

NABPL-U 

Mr.  Gerald  M.  Hansler 

Tables  have  been  included  in  the  final  Report  indicating  which  re- 
quirements (for  both  Section  201  and  Section  208)  have  been  achieved 
and  which  requirements  remain  unaccomplished  by  the  Binghamton 
Wastewater  Management  Study.  Of  course,  the  environmental 
assessment  for  individual  projects  and  revisions  of  water  quality 
standards  will  be  local  and  state  responsibilities. 

I trust  the  inclosed  letter  to  Mr.  O'Toole  and  the  above  paragraphs 
answer  your  questions  and  concerns  regarding  the  draft  Report  for 
the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study.  Your  letter  and  this 
response  will  become  part  of  the  Comments  Appendix  to  be  included 
as  part  of  the  final  Report.  Distribution  of  the  final  Report  will  be 
accomplished  with  a single  mailing  after  all  volumes  have  been 
printed. 

It  is  encouraging  to  know  that  the  draft  Report  is  already  being  used 
by  EPA  in  its  water  quality  management  programs  for  Broome  and 
Tioga  Counties,  New  York.  Once  again,  thank  you  for  your  review 
and  comments  on  the  draft  Report. 

Sincerely  yours. 


4 incls  G.  K.  WITHERS 

As  stated  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

5012  Lenker  Street  • Mechanicsburg  Pennsylvania  17055 

December  9,  1975 


Mr.  James  E.  Crews,  Chairman 

ISMG,  Binghamton  Wastewater  Mgt.  Study 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 
Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

Four  appendices,  Background  Information,  Public  In- 
volvement , Institutional  Analysis,  and  Impact  Assessment 
and  Evaluation,  o f the  ti  inghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study  draft  report  were  reviewed  by  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Commission  staff.  The  following  editorial  comments 
are  forwarded  as  requested. 

a.  Institutional  Analysis  Appendix 

--  Table  1 1 - 1 , page  22,  "Susquehanna  River  Basin 
Compact" . 

The  last  sentence  in  the  column  entitled,  "is 
concerned  with"  reads  as,  "The  central  purpose, 
however,  has  been  in  reviewing  and  coordination 
of  Federal  , State  and  local  pollution  control 
and  management  effortsT"  Change  sentence  to 
read,  "The  central  purpose,  however,  has  been 
in  reviewing  and  coordinating  Federal  and  State 
management  efforts." 

--  Page  22,  second  line  from  bottom. 

It  reads  in  part,  "...  are  provided  to  maintain 

a 50  mg/1  minimum  D.O " The  50  mg/1  should 

be  changed  to  5.0  mg/1. 

--  Table  1 1 1 - 2 , page  81,  last  column,  "Stormwater 
Treatment". 

Change  "denitrification"  to  read  "chlorination". 


Mr.  J.  E.  Crews 


2 


December  9 


1975 


b.  Public  Involvement  Appendix 

--  Page  20,  "Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission". 

Second  sentence  reads  in  part,  "...  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  is  responsible  for  regulation  and 
management  of  water  and  ...."  Change  sentence 
to  read,  "...  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission 
is  responsible  for  management  of  water  and  ...." 

c.  Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix 
--  Pages  35-58. 

These  pages  are  out  of  sequence. 


Sincerely  yours, 


/ 

- ■ 


V 

y 


*-'L 

Robert  J 
Executive 


y £ 


Bielo 

Director 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

5012  Lenker  Street  • Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania  17055 

January  5 , 1976 


Mr.  James  E.  Crews,  Chairman 

1SMG,  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21205 


Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

The  Summary  Document  and  the  Specialty  Appendix  of 
the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  draft  report 
were  reviewed  by  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission 
staff.  The  following  editorial  comments  are  forwarded 
as  requested. 

a.  Summary  Document  - 

--  Page  71,  Table  X-3,  "Resource  Commitments"  - 

Total  land  requirements  shown  for  Plan  4,  Bio- 
logical AWT,  is  not  consistent  with  the  Table 
X-2,  Terrestrial  Ecology  Impacts,  and  the  text 
on  Resource  Commitments.  Change  land  require- 
ment for  Plan  4 from  1,782  to  2,781  acres. 

--  Page  86,  third  paragraph,  "Recommendations"  - 

Microscreening  of  storm  overflow  at  0 wego 
Village  was  included  as  part  of  the  recommen- 
dations. However,  microscreening  of  storm  over- 
flow at  Owego  Village  was  not  discussed  in 
Chapter  VI,  Stormwater  Management,  and  in  Chap- 
ter IX,  Plans  for  Choice.  Also,  the  Impact 
Assessment  Appendix  did  not  include  micro- 
screening at  Owego  Village.  Because  micro- 
screening at  Owego  Village  was  not  included  in 
the  detailed  evaluation  of  the  Plans  for  Choice, 
it  should  not  be  included  as  part  of  the  recom- 
mendat ions . 


Mr  . .1 . E . (' rows 


? 


January  5 , 1 lJ 7b 


— 


From  the  Otfice  of  the 
Executive  Director 


SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

5012  Lenker  Street  • Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania  17055 

January  16,  1976 


Mr.  James  E.  Crews,  Chairman 
ISMG,  Binghamton  Wastewater  Manage- 
ment Study 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21205 


Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

The  1’lan  Formulation  Appendix  for  the  draft  report 
of  the  Bi nghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  was  reviewed 
by  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  staff.  The 
following  comments  are  forwarded  as  requested. 

a.  The  discussion  of  storm  overflow  management  is  in- 
consistent and  confusing.  Microscreening  of  storm  over- 
flow at  Owego  Village  is  included  as  part  of  the  total 
storm  overflow  management  scheme  for  the  study  area  on 
pages  356,  477-552  (Discussion  of  Management  Plans),  623 
and  624.  However,  the  text  on  page  565,  Figure  VII  -1 
on  page  566  , and  Figure  I X - 1 on  page  625  indicate  that  mi  - 
croscreening  facilities  would  he  constructed  at  five  loca- 
tions in  the  City  of  Binghamton  only.  The  discussion  of 
storm  overflow  management  in  the  Plan  Formulation  Appendix 
is  also  inconsistent  with  the  Summary  Document  which  was 
reviewed  earlier.  The  Plan  Formulation  Appendix  mentioned 
microscreening  at  Owego  Village  under  each  plan  while  the 
Summary  Document  did  not.  Discussions  of  storm  overflow 
management  during  the  TAC  and  ISMG  meetings  concerned  only 
the  five  facilities  in  the  City  of  Binghamton.  Records  of 
the  TAC  and  ISMG  meetings  in  the  SRBC  files  do  not  show 
that  a storm  overflow  treatment  facility  at  Owego  Village 
was  discussed  at  any  of  the  meetings;  however,  the  micro- 
screening facility  for  Owego  Village  is  shown  for  each  of 
the  action  plans  in  parts  of  the  draft  report.  Although 
addition  of  a storm  overflow  treatment  facility  at  Owego 
Village  would  further  improve  the  quality  of  the  Susque- 
hanna River  and  still  result  in  action  plans  that  are  com- 
patible with  the  intent  of  the  SRBC  Comprehensive  Plan, 
it  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
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Mr.  I.  H.  Crews 


January  1 6 , ID 76 


TAG  and  ISMG.  It  is  suggested  that  this  matter  be  clari- 
fied with  the  members  of  the  ISMG  and  that  the  report  be 
revised  appropriately  to  provide  a coherent  discussion  of 
storm  overflow  management. 

b.  Page  156,  second  paragraph,  first  line  - "The 

ISMG  was  formed  on  22  January  1975  should  read, 

"The  ISMG  was  formed  on  22  January  1974  The  second 

paragraph,  third  line  - "Participants  originally  included 
in  the  Southern  Tier  hast  Regional  Planning  Board 
should  read,  "Participants  originally  included  were  the 
Southern  Tier  . . . . " 

c.  Pages  406  and  406A  are  identical. 

Sincerely , 

Robert  J.  Bielo 
lixecutive  Director 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

5012  Lenker  Street  • M e c h a n i c s b u r g Pennsylvania  17055 

April  19,  1976 


Mr.  James  E.  Crews,  Chairman 

ISMG,  Binghamton  Wastewater  Mgt.  Study 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Md . 21205 


From  the  Office  of  the 
Executive  Director 


Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

The  Design  and  Cost  Appendix,  Preview , Cultural  Re- 
sources Reconnaissance  Report  by  Dr~  Freder ick  Plug  and 
the  U.S.  Fish  5 Wildlife  Service  Report  evaluating  the 
final  four  wastewater  management  plans,  were  reviewed  by 
the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  staff.  The  fol- 
lowing editorial  comments  are  forwarded. 

Design  and  Cost  Appendix  - Some  of  the  loading  in- 
formation presented  in  the  Appendix  are  inconsistent 
with  those  shown  in  the  Summary  Appendix  which  was  pre- 
viously reviewed.  These  inconsistencies  are  listed  on 
the  attached  page. 

Sincerely , 

//2  , 

Robert  A . Bielo 

Executive  Director 


Enclosure 
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Pg.  552,  Table  VI I I -41  Total  SS*  6,330  Plan  3A  6,805 

(Plan  3A)  Total  BOD*  4,230/  5,830  4,705/  6,305 

Total  NOD*  13,150/24,400  14,450/25,100 

Total  N 6,380  7,540 

Total  P 1,740  1,905 


Pg.  641,  Table  VIII-77  Total  SS*  585  Plan  4 625 

(Plan  4)  Total  BOD*  585  625 

Total  .NOD*  675  720 

Total  N*  585  625 

Total  P*  145  555 


(A 

-C 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

5012  Lenker  Street  • Mechanicsburg  Pennsylvania  17055 


April  27,  197b 


Mr.  .James  E.  Crews,  Chairman 

ISMG,  Binghamton  Wastewater  Mgt.  Study 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Md . 21203 


Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  (SRBC)  staff 
has  reviewed  the  draft  report  of  the  Binghamton  Wastewater 
Management  Study  and  a general  staff  comment  on  the  over- 
all Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  recommendations 
is  provided  as  requested. 

The  SRBC  was  represented  on  the  Interagency  Study 
Management  Group  and  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee 
through  the  majority  of  the  study  period.  The  SRBC  staff 
provided  input  so  that  the  study  recommendations  would  con- 
form to  the  intent  of  the  SRBC  Comprehensive  Plan  and  con- 
siders the  options  provided  under  Action  Plans  2,  3 and  4 
to  he  compatible  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan.  Plan  2C, 
recommended  as  the  "Plan  of  Choice",  provides  flexibility 
for  meeting  more  stringent  water  quality  requirements  in- 
crementally and  to  serve  as  a starting  point  to  achieve 
higher  levels  of  treatment. 

The  above  statement  reflects  only  informal  staff 
comments  and  is  subject  to  official  action  by  the  Commis- 
sioners when  the  final  report  is  published  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers. 


Sincerely, 


B i e 1 o 
Director 
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NABPL-U 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

BALTIMORE  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P O BOX  1715 

BALTIMORE.  MARYLAND  21203 


6 AUG  1976 


Mr.  Robert  J.  Bielo 
Executive  Director 

Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission 
5012  Lenker  Street 
Mechanicsburg,  Pennsylvania  17055 


Dear  Mr.  Bielo: 

Thank  you  for  your  letters  of  9 December  1975,  5 January  1976, 
16  January  1976,  19  April  1976,  and  27  April  1976  concerning  the 

draft  Report  for  the  Binghamton  Management  Study.  Your  editorial 
comments  and  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  into  the  text  as 
the  final  Report  was  prepared. 

One  topic  needing  additional  clarification  is  the  combined  sewer  over- 
flow control  facilities  which  were  proposed  for  the  Village  of  Owego. 
Early  investigations  of  combined  sewer  overflow  problems  concen- 
trated on  the  Binghamton-Johnson  City  sewage  system  with  very  little 
emphasis  on  the  Owego  Village  system.  The  firm  of  Shumaker 
Engineers  was  already  conducting  an  Infiltration /Inflow  (I/I)  study 
for  the  Binghamton  system,  and  sufficient  data  had  been  gathered 
to  adequately  assess  the  problem  and  formulate  reasonable  solutions. 
Although  questions  were  asked  about  the  Owego  Village  combined 
sewer  system,  little  data  was  available  to  investigate  the  problem. 

Near  the  end  of  the  Study,  though,  it  became  apparent  that  the  size 
and  costs  of  the  proposed  secondary  sewage  treatment  plant  for  Owego 
Village  would  be  dependent  on  the  amount  of  I /I  to  be  controlled  or 
eliminated.  An  examination  of  flow  records  and  discussions  with 
village  officials  revealed  that  large  quantities  of  both  infiltration  and 
inflow  were  occurring  in  the  Village  system.  Because  the  I/I  Study 
for  Owego  Village  had  not  been  initiated,  it  was  not  possible  to  esti- 
mate the  costs  of  infiltration  control.  Therefore,  it  was  assumed 
that  correction  of  infiltration  would  not  be  performed  and  the  upgraded 
Owego  Village  STP  would  continue  to  receive  the  infiltration  flow. 
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NABPL-U 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Bielo 


G AUG  1976 


However,  a brief  analysis  was  made  of  the  costs  of  separating  the 
combined  sewers  in  comparison  to  microscreening  of  the  combined 
sewer  overflows  in  excess  of  plant  capacity.  Microscreening  was 
found  to  be  much  less  expensive,  and  since  this  method  was  recom- 
mended for  overflow  treatment  in  Binghamton,  it  was  also  considered 
in  the  cost  analysis  of  the  Owego  Village  sewage  system.  Addi- 
tionally, it  was  assumed  that  the  small  creeks  which  flow  into  the 
sewage  system  during  heavy  rainfall  would  be  diverted  at  minimum 
cost. 

Based  on  these  very  preliminary  investigations  presented  in  Lawler, 
Matusky,  and  Skelly  Engineers'  final  report  dated  September  197  5, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers'  final  report  was  prepared  including  the  costs 
of  microscreening  and  inflow  control  for  the  Village  of  Owego.  As 
you  suggested,  the  final  Plan  Formulation  Appendix,  Design  and 
Cost  Appendix,  and  Summary  Report  have  been  revised  to 
reflect  a consistent  presentation  for  the  necessary  actions  in  the 
Village  of  Owego. 

I would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  for  your  partici- 
pation in  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study. 

Sincerely  yours, 

C ^ JAMES  E.  CREWS 
Chairman 

Interagency  Study  Management  Group 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
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l nited  States  Department  of  the 

\ A I H >V\l  PARK  SF.R\  [(  I 

NORTH  ATLANTIC  Rfc'C/ON 
ISO  ( AUSE’OC'AY  STREET 


L-7619-NAR- (CE) 

NABPL-U  CE-Balt - Dist.  December  12,  1975 


Interior 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

This  responds  to  your  letter  of  12  November  requesting  our  comments  on 
the  first  four  volumes.  Background  Information,  Public  Involvement, 
Institutional  Analysis,  and  Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation,  of  the  draft 
report  of  your  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  for  Broome  and 
Tioga  Counties,  New  York. 

We  would  note  by  our  review  of  these  first  four  volumes  that  this  study 
is  very  comprehensive,  containing  much  technical  analysis  and  is 
experiencing  extensive  public  involvement,  all  of  which  befit  this  era 
of  heightened  concern  for  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  In  the 
context  of  this  environment,  we  bear  a vital  concern  for  the  protection 
of  significant  cultural  resources.  As  this  study  covers  a relatively 
large  area  wherein  a number  of  cultural  resources,  both  historical  as 
well  as  archeological,  may  be  adversely  affected,  we  feel  that  the 
study  and  its  report  should  be  broadened  for  better  consideration  of 
these  resources. 

We  note  the  concern  of  the  Committee  on  Archeological  Resources  Triple 
Cities  Chapter  (p.  51-Public  Involvement  Appendix) , and  the  brief 
citation  of  National  Historic  Register  properties  (p.  85  Background 
Information  Appendix) . The  Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix 
p.  53  and  p.  397  are  off  to  a good  start  reflecting  on  the  preparation 
of  a cultural  resources  reconnaissance  for  this  study.  While  it  would 
have  been  good  to  have  had  its  results  included  in  this  draft  report, 
we  would  expect  to  see  it  in  the  final  report  replete  with  a full 
consideration  for  cultural  resource  protection  in  balance  with  other 
aspects  of  the  human  environment. 
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As  v»e  do  not  know  who  is  involved  in  the  cultural  resource  reconnaissance 
mentioned  above,  we  would  urgently  recommend  that  contact  be  made  with 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (Mr.  Orin  Lehman,  Commissioner, 
Parks  and  Recreation,  Room  303,  South  Swan  Street  Building,  Albany, 

New  York  12223)  to  assure  no  oversight  of  historic  sites  being  considered 
for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  for  that 
officer's  assistance  in  impact  evaluation  of  project  works  on  historic 
sites . 

We  also  urgently  recommend  contact  with  the  State  Archeologist  (Dr. 

Robert  E.  Funk,  New  York  State  Museum  and  Science  Service,  Albany, 

New  York  12224)  and  the  New  York  Archeological  Council,  4242  Ridge  Lea 
Road,  Buffalo,  New  York  14226,  for  assistance  in  the  determination  of 
the  probable  significance  of  archeological  resources  in  the  project  area. 
Commentaries  from  these  officials  should  be  discussed  at  appropriate  places 
in  the  three  appendices  volumes  mentioned  above,  as  well  as  being  dis- 
played in  the  Comments  Appendix  to  be  assembled. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  important 
study  and  report.  You  should  understand  that  our  comments  are  conveyed 
on  the  basis  of  technical  assistance  from  the  National  Park  Service  and 
do  not  predispose  of  any  future  position  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 


Sincerely  yours. 


/yjerny  D.  Wage 
/ / Regional  Dire 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

SOUTH  ATI.  A STIC  REGION 
150  CAUSEWAY  STREET 
BOSTON,  MA.  02114 

. Dist.)  January  8,  1976 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

This  responds  to  your  1 December  request  for  our  review  and  comment  on 
two  volumes.  Specialty  Appendix  and  Summary  Appendix  of  the  draft  report 
on  your  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  for  Broome  and  Tioga 
Counties,  New  York.  The  following  comments  are  also  a continuum  of  our 
earlier  response,  December  12  (copy  enclosed)  on  the  first  four  available 
volumes  of  this  draft  report. 

As  you  will  readily  detect,  our  continued  concern  for  the  adequacy  of  this 
report  and  study  lies  in  the  consideration  for  the  protection  of  cultural 
resources.  We  are  most  favorably  impressed  with  the  comprehensiveness  of 
the  report  yet  unfortunately  concern  for  cultural  resources  protection  is 
not  as  adequately  covered  in  these  Specialty  or  Summary  Appendices. 

The  Summary  vo lume , p.  95,  mentions  a cultural  reconnaissance  by  Dr. 

Frederick  T.  Plog,  yet  no  report  of  his  findings  nor  any  other  relevant 
concern  for  cultural  resources  is  mentioned  in  Chapter  X,  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT, 
wherein  numerous  other  aspects  of  the  human  environment  are  discussed. 

The  Specialty  volume,  in  its  Chapter  IV  under  Historical  Significance , pp.  83- 
84  only  deals  with  the  history  of  recreational  uses  and  activities  ir.  the 
area.  While  there  are  no  units  of  the  National  Park  System  or  National 
Natural  Landmarks  in  Broome  or  Tioga  Counties,  and  though  there  are  numerous 
state  and  local  recreational  areas  to  be  affected,  there  are  also  at  least 
four  National  Historic  Register  sites  in  the  City  of  Binghamton.  The 
potential  of  archeological  and  paleontological  resources  remains  to  be 
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resolved  through  the  reconnaissance  reportedly  underway  (pp.  53  and  397  in 
the  Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix — reviewed  earlier).  Therefore, 
until  such  time  as  this  report  can  satisfactorily  discuss  cultural  resource 
protection  as  a result  of  the  reconnaissance  mentioned  above  and  leave  the 
reader  assured  of  no  oversights  by  reporting  on  contacts  with  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  we  are  compelled  to  consider  this  report 
inadequate . 

Our  fervent  concern  for  the  adequacy  of  this  study/report  is  that  it  is  a base 
document  to  planning  of  physical  works  projects  that  could  destroy  cultural 
resources  which  either  remain  to  be  identified,  discovered  and/or  evaluated 
as  well  as  those  recognized.  Only  by  diligent  reconnaissance  by  qualified 
professionals  can  such  considerations  be  adequately  accomplished. 

Again,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  draft  volumes 
of  your  report  and  look  forward  to  seeing  revised  or  final  reports  adequately 
handling  cultural  resource  protection. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Enclosure 
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BEPl¥  TO  ATTtsTiON  OT 

NABPL-U 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

BALTIMORE  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P O BOX  17  15 

BALTIMORE  MARYLAND  21203 


9 January  1976 


Mr.  Jerry  D.  Wagers 
Regional  Director 
North  Atlantic  Region 
National  Park  Service 
150  Causeway  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02114 


Dear  Mr.  Wagers: 

Your  office  has  received  several  volumes  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
draft  Report  for  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  in 
Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York.  Your  letter  of  12  December 
1975,  commenting  onthe  draft  report  appendices,  indicated  a need  for 
consideration  of  cultural  resources  within  the  study  area. 


A cultural  resources  reconnaissance  was  performed  during  the  fall 
of  1975,  and  the  consultant's  report  was  submitted  to  this  office  in 
late  December.  Therefore,  I am  inclosing  a copy  of  the  consultant's 
work  as  a supplement  to  the  draft  study  report. 

The  consultant's  work  will  also  be  forwarded  to  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  the  State  Archeologist,  and  the  Atlanta  office 
of  the  National  Park  Service,  as  well  as  other  Federal  and  state 
agencies  working  with  us  on  the  study.  Based  on  review  comments, 
the  final  report  will  be  prepared  to  include  the  cultural  resources 
reconnaissance  information  furnished  by  the  consultant. 


If  you  have  any  questions, 
staff  at  (FTS)  922-2531. 


1 Incl  (2  cys) 
As  stated 


please  call  Mr.  Raleigh  II.  Leef  of  my 


Sincerely  yours. 


*’//Wv3lN'*ON 
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is  mh  milk  in 


l nited  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

NORTH  ATLANTIC  REGION 
150  CAUSEWAY  STREET 
BOSTON,  MA,  02114 


L-7619-NAR- (CE) 

NABPL-U  (Balt.  Dist.  CE)  January  16,  1976 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

This  is  to  acknowledge  our  receipt  of  the  cultural  resource  reconnaissance 
report  relating  to  your  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  (New  York) . 
We  note  the  reconnaissance  and  report  were  accomplished  in  the  fall  of 
1975  by  D.  Stong  and  F.  Plog  of  the  Department  of  Anthropology , State 
University  of  New  York  at  Binghamton  under  contract  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers . 

We  are  glad  to  see  the  completion  of  this  reconnaissance  as  an  essential 
step  in  the  evaluation  of  project  impacts  on  cultural  resources . We  are 
also  pleased  that  you  will  utilize  the  information  in  this  report  in 
conjunction  with  comments  on  it  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  wastewater 
management  study  report.  We  would  expect  such  considerations  to  influence 
project  planning  toward  mitigating  measures  for  the  protection  of  cultural 
resources . 

You  have  appropriately  sent  a copy  of  this  reconnaissance  report  to  our 
Interagency  Services  Division  in  Atlanta.  That  office  can  fully  judge 
the  adequacy  of  the  reconnaissance  work  and  as  that  office  needs  to  be 
apprised  of  potential  or  probable  salvage  operations,  we  will,  by  copy 
of  this  memorandum,  defer  any  commentary  on  the  professional  reconnaissance 
work  to  that  office  and  request  that  we  receive  a copy  of  such  comments. 

We  ask  that  you  continue  to  keep  this  office  informed  of  progress  on 
this  study  and  we  look  forward  to  reviewing  your  final  study  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

- (IJtf&A. 

Jerry  D.  WagerX 
Regional  Director 
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Is  KH'IY  R F F l R | tJ 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
Office  of  Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation 
Interagency  Archeological  Services  - Atlanta 
730  Peachtree  Street,  Room  1010 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30308 


112219-PI  (A) 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 
Baltimore  District,  Corps  of 

Engineers  ^ 9 i976 

P.0.  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

We  have  received  and  reviewed  the  report  entitled  Cultural  Resources 
Reconnaissance  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study , Broome  and 
Tioga  Counties , New  York  by  David  Stong  and  Fred  Plog.  We  feel  that 
the  report  comprises  an  adequate  evaluation  of  the  cultural  resources 
in  the  project  area  at  the  reconnaissance  level.  We  are  unable  to 
assess  fairly  the  cost  estimates  provided  in  the  report  for  the  pro- 
posed intensive  survey  effort  since  a detailed  breakdown  is  not  in- 
cluded. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  and  we  thank  you  for  your 
efforts  on  behalf  of  the  cultural  resources  in  the  Baltimore  D; strict. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wilfred  M.  Hus ted 
Acting  Chief,  Interagency 

Archeo logical  Services-At 1 anta 


cc:Dave  Clark 

North  Atlantic  Regional  Office 
150  Causeway  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02114 
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RESPONSE 


The  "Cultural  Resources  Reconnaissance  Report,  " prepared 
by  Dr.  Frederick  Plog  of  the  State  University  of  New  York 
at  Binghamton,  is  presented  in  Chapter  VIII  of  the  Specialty 
Appendix.  Appropriate  references  and  excerpts  from  Dr. 
Plog's  report  have  been  incorporated  into  the  text  of  other 
appendices  as  well  as  the  Summary  Report. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
TOO  Grange  Place 
Room  202 

Cortland,  New  York  13045 


April  14,  1976 


District  Engineer 
Baltimore  District 
U . S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.0.  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Attention:  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Ch i e f , P 1 a n n i n g Division 


Dear  Sir: 

This  responds  to  your  March  29,  1976  letter  with  enclosures 
concerning  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  in 
Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York. 

We  have  no  comments  on  the  Design  and  Cost  Appendix 
draft  volume  or  the  Cultural  Resources  Reconnaissance 
Report.  However, we  note  that  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service's  Report  evaluating  the  final  four  wastewater 
management  plans  is  dated  January  30,  1976  with  the 
cover  letter  dated  February  3,  1976.  A revised  report 
dated  February  13,  1976  was  sent  to  you  by  letter  of 
February  17,  1976.  The  latter  report  replaces  the 
earlier  one  and  should  be  the  one  sent  out  for  review. 

We  have  discussed  this  with  Mr.  William  Haines  of  your 
agency  via  telecon  on  April  14,  1976  and  he  has  indicated 
that  our  February  17  submittal,  will  be  published  in 
the  final  version. 


..oUJTIOa, 
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RESPONSE 

rrhe  report  dated  13  F'ebruary  1976  and  prepared  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  presented  as  Attachment  A to  the  Impact 
Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix. 


I 
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IN  nn-l  V rHt  K to 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
NORTH  FA  ST  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
Federal  Building  - Room  9310 
600  ARCH  STREET 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19106 


DEC  5 1975 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 
Chief,  Planning  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Bal timore  District 
P.  0.  Box  1715 
Bal t imore,  MD  21 203 

Dear  Bill: 


We  have  received  the  first  four  volumes  of  the  report  on  the 
Binghamton  Waste  Water  Management  Study  for  Broome  and  Tioga 
Counties,  New  York.  In  reviewing  these  materials,  we  were 
pleased  to  note  that  the  Study  addresses  outdoor  recreation 
through  both  a consideration  of  the  General  Plan  for  Broome 
and  Tioga  Counties,  published  by  the  Southern  Tier  East 
Regional  Planning  Board,  and  through  interviews  with  municipal 
park's  officials  and  river  users. 


We  appreciated  receiving  these  volumes  and  are  looking  forward 
to  the  arrival  of  the  remainder,  as  we  are  interested  in  keeping 
informed  on  planning  activities  within  our  Northeast  Region. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Snt  Regional  Director 
Land  Use  Coordination 


% w ^ * 
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IN  RF  PI  \ REFIR  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
NORTHEAST  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
Federal  Building  - Room  9)J0 
600  ARCH  STREET 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19106 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Ba 1 t i more  District 
P.  0.  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  MD  21203 

Dear  Bill: 

This  responds  to  your  request  for  review  of  the  Specialty  and  Summary 
Appendixes  for  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  for  Broome  and 
Tioga  Counties,  New  York.  We  note  that  the  Specialty  Appendix  devoted 
considerable  attention  to  outdoor  recreation  and  riverbank  use. 

We  are  concerned  that  Plan  2C,  which  furnishes  the  lowest  level  of  treat- 
ment of  the  three  "action"  plans  considered,  was  chosen.  Page  87  of  the 
Summary  Appendix  states  that  "Plans  3 and  A could  provide  greater  potential 
benefits  than  Plan  2C  for  primary  contact  recreation  on  the  rivers.  How- 
ever, other  factors  such  as  access  to  the  rivers  (emphasis  added)  and 
swift  currents  would  tend  to  forestall  the  realization  of  these  potential 
benefits."  This  rationale  does  not  come  to  grips  with  recreation  needs  as 
they  relate  to  water  clean  up  and  the  responsibilities  and  opportunities 
arising  from  the  implementation  of  P.L.  92-500.  An  unprecedented  amount 
of  public  money  is  to  be  obligated  to  abate  water  pollution,  both  in  this 
Study  area  and  nationwide.  If  immediate  steps  are  not  taken  to  schedule 
and  provide  access  and  shore  land  protection,  the  public  will  fail  to 
realize  the  benefits  from  its  investment  in  water  pollution  control.  Out- 
standing opportunities  for  public  recreation  may  be  irretrievably  lost  as 
shoreline  land  values  rapidly  escalate  and  sites  are  preempted  by  acceler- 
ated developments.  We  urge  that  a recommendation  encouraging  streambank 
acquisition  for  access  and  recreation  be  included  in  the  Study's  Summary, 
Chapter  XII. 


..oOJTIOa, 
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Also,  we  suggest  that  future  wastewater  management  plan  efforts  fully 
explore  the  use  of  acquisition  and  development  programs  to  achieve  shore 
land  access  and  protection  for  outdoor  recreation  opportunities. 

We  have  just  received  the  Plan  Formulation  Appendix  transmitted  by  your 
December  10,  1975,  letter.  Based  on  a limited  review,  the  above  comments 
apply  to  it  as  well. 

These  comments  are  provided  for  technical  assistance  purposes.  Upon 
receipt  of  the  full  report,  we  will  conduct  a comprehensive  review  and 
forward  you  a complete  statement  on  this  Study. 

In  the  future  when  comments  are  requested,  we  would  appreciate  receiving 
the  entire  report  prior  to  commenting  on  its  various  appendixes. 


Sincerely  yours. 


VJ/yiES  J.  DONOGf 

Ssistant  Regional  Director 
Land  Use  Coordination 
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IN  af  PLY  RIM  R To 


•'.120 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BURF.AU  of  outdoor  recreation 

NORTHEAST  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
Federal  Building  - Room  9310 
600  ARCH  STREET 
Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania  19106 


APR  13  >a/6 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman , Jr. 
Chief,  PI  inning  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Baltimore  District 

P.0.  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  MD  21203 


Dear  Bill: 

This  responds  to  yo'ir  request  for  review  of  the  Design  and  Cost 
Appendix,  and  the  related  materials,  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study,  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York.  We  have  no  comments  on 
these  documents. 

Sincerely , 


jtime: 

Assistant  Regional  Director 
Land  Use  Coordination 


..qUJTIOa, 
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RESPONSE 


CHAPTER  XIII,  titled  "Recommendations  of  the  District 
Engineer,  " in  the  Summary  Report  recommends  that  Broome 
and  Tioga  Counties  formulate  their  Riverbanks  Improvement 
Program  for  aquiring  stream  side  parks  "to  take  full  advan- 
tage of  the  improved  water  quality  with  its  accompanying 
potential  for  increased  water-oriented  recreation.  " 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

700  East  Water  Street,  Syracuse,  New  York 

December  12,  1975 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

We  have  reviewed  the  four  volumes  of  the  Draft  Binghamton  Waste- 
water  Management  Study  transmitted  to  this  office  with  your  letter 
dated  November  12,  1975. 

Our  comments  follow: 

A.  General 

We  recognize  that  this  study  is  directed  principally  at  solving 
the  point  source  pollution  problems  in  the  area  and  does  not 
appear  to  be  directed  at  the  non-point  sources  of  pollution. 

B.  Appendix  on  Institutional  Analysis  (page  31) 

We  believe  it  would  be  appropriate  to  include  the  Broome  County 
and  the  Tioga  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts  in 
Table  H-3  - Wastewater  Management  Institutions  Local  Level. 

Appropriate  Act 

County  Law  Article  5D,  Section  223. 

Designated  Institution 

Broome  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District 
Tioga  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District 

Administrator 

Chairman,  Broome  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District 
Chairman,  Tioga  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District 
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Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 


December  12,  1975 


Interests 


Planning  Policies,  Related  Services 
Construction,  Maintenance,  Related  Services 
Water  Supply  Services,  Management 

Is  Concerned  With 


Proper  utilization  of  soil,  water  and  related  resources,  erosion 
and  sediment  control,  non-point  pollution  control. 

C.  Appendix  Background  Information 

1.  Soils  beginning  on  page  28  to  page  39 

A good  deal  of  this  data  is  not  from  the  most  current  or  up-to- 
date  sources.  Accordingly,  we  have  attached  copies  of  these 
pages  which  include  comments  and  suggestions  that  our  soil 
science  staff  believes  to  be  appropriate. 

2.  The  septic  tank  interpretations  in  Table  II - 5 appear  to  have 
been  taken  from  a report  written  by  Carl  Pearson  in  1966 
entitled,  "General  Soil  Areas  and  Slope  Classes  in  Small 
Watersheds  of  Broome  County,  New  York."  It  would  seem  to 
be  more  appropriate  if  the  interpretation  had  been  taken  from 
the  Broome  County  Soil  Survey  issued  March  1971.  The  latter 
was  indicated  as  the  source  but  the  material  in  Table  11-5  is 
not  in  the  Broome  survey. 

It  is  not  clear  which  information  was  taken  from  the  various 
cited  sources. 

3.  Page  56  - Watershed  Protection  Programs 

The  first  paragraph  can  be  improved  by  adding  County  Law 
Article  5,  Section  223  and  Article  5-D,  Section  299  after 
County  Small  Watershed  Protection  District  Act  of  1957. 

4.  Page  56 

The  last  sentence  can  be  improved  by  stating,  "Following  these 
directives  Broome  County  with  the  assistance  of  SCS  has 
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Mr.  William  E.  T rieschman,  Jr.  December  1Z,  1975 

constructed  dams  on  numerous  small  watersheds  primarily 
within  Broome  County." 

5.  Attached  are  photocopies  of  pages  58  and  59  which  more 
accurately  updates  particulars  and  locations  of  the  county 
small  watershed  projects. 

D.  We  have  no  comments  to  make  on  the  Public  Involvement  Appendix 
of  the  Environmental  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  these  dratts. 

UJ  a a/uuJ  | ( 

Robert  L.  Hi  Ilia 
State  Conservationist 

Attachments 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  

700  East  Water  Street,  Syracuse,  New  York  13210 

January  7,  1976 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Specialty  and  Summary  Appendixes  of  the 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  prepared  by  the  Baltimore 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  following  comments  are  submitted: 

A.  Specialty  Appendix 

1.  Page  79  - Sediment  Pollution 

This  section  could  be  improved  with  some  additions, 
the  average  sediment  delivered  at  Waverly  is  judged 
excessive,  there  are  areas  of  critical  erosion  in  the 
Some  discussion  is  warranted. 

Enclosed  is  a copy  of  "Erosion  and  Sediment  Inventory  for  New 
York"  which  includes  erosion  and  sedimentation  data  for  all  of 
the  New  York  watersheds  of  the  Susquehanna  Basin. 

2.  Pages  131  and  132  - Appear  to  be  reversed. 

3.  Page  132  - BIOLOGICAL  FILTER  - 3rd  paragraph 

This  paragraph  mentions  "soils  developed  under  grasslands. 

This  might  be  reworded  since  all  of  the  soils  in  Broome  or 
Tioga  County  have  been  developed  under  forests.  We  recognize 
that  the  present  uses  may  be  in  grassland. 

4.  Page  136  - USE  OF  SOILS  FOR  CROPS  AND  PASTURE  - 

3rd  paragraph,  2nd  sentence 

It  would  be  more  accurate  to  state:  "Alfalfa,  anothe  t impor- 
tant hay  crop " 


Although 
as  not 
basin. 
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January  7,  1976 


- 2 - 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr.,  Chief 


B.  Summary  Appendix 

We  have  no  comments  on  this  section. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  these  drafts. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  L.  Hilliard 
State  Conservationist 

Enclosure  - EASI 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  

700  East  Water  Street,  Syracuse,  New  York  13210 

January  27,  1976 

Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

This  office  has  reviewed  the  Plan  Formulation  Appendix  of  the 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study,  dated  September  1975 
and  have  no  comments  to  submit  on  this  appendix. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  study. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Cvil- 

Vob  ert  L.  Hilliard 
State  Conservationist 
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RESPONSE 

Additions  and/or  revisions  suggested  by  the  U.  S.  Depart- 
i ment  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  have  been 

I 

incorporated  into  the  Background  Information  Appendix,  the 
Institutional  Analysis  Appendix,  and  the  Specialty  Appendix. 

| 
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department  of  housing  and  urban  development 

NEW  YORK  AREA  OFFICE 
666  FIFTH  AVENUE 
NFW  YORK,  NEW  YORK  10019 


REGION  n 
2*»  Ffdrral  I'ln/u 
York,  New.  York  1 000? 


Mr.  William  E.  Triesman 
Chief,  Planning  Division 
Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Copies  Binghamton  Wastewater 

Management  Study,  Background  Information, 
Public  Involvement,  Institutional  Analysis, 
Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation 

Dear  Mr.  Triesman: 


This  office  has  no  comments  on  the  subject  draft  documents, 
however,  like  to  receive  copies  of  the  final  reports  for  our 
as  they  are  useful  in  the  carrying  out  of  our  work. 


Sincerely, 


Joseph  Schiffman,  Director 
Community  Planning  & Development  Division 


48 





IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

2.1CPE 


We  would, 
library 
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COMMENTS  FROM  STATE  AGENCIES 


New  York  State  Department  ot  Environmental  Conservation 

50  Well  Road,  Albany,  New  York  12231 


Ogden  Reid, 
Cnmmiss  loner 


May  24,  1976 


Department  of  the  Army 
Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Post  Office  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Attention:  Mr.  James  Crewes 

Gen  t lemen : 

The  following  comments  and  corrections  were  generated  during  a 
review  of  draft  appendices  of  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study. 

This  letter  confirms  the  comments  which  have  been  telephoned  to  your  office 
during  our  review  of  the  documents: 

Summary  Appendix 

p. 3.  As  a reference  to  prior  studies,  the  following  should  be  credited: 
"New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  - Wastewater 
Assimilative  Capacity  Study  - Susquehanna  River  Basin",  Lawler,  Matuskv 
and  Skelly  Engineers  (April,  1975). 

p. 3.  - Delete  reference  to  the  1960  Pure  Waters  Bond  Act  since  there 
was  no  such  act. 

P ■ 19,  - Second  column,  first  full  paragraph:  delete  "bv  1977"  and 
"at  a standard  low  flow  condition  (the  minimum  average  7 consecutive 
day  flow  having  a probability  of  occuring  once  in  ten  years,  the 
MA-7-CD-10  flow)".  Stream  standards  are  in  effect  now  and  apply  at 
all  times. 

p.21.  - The  first  full  paragraph  should  note  that  DO  shall  not  be 
lower  than  3.0  mg/1  for  D waters. 

p. 35 , - It  should  be  noted  that  the  computor  model  for  establishing 
dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  in  the  river  was  a Lawler,  Matusky, 
and  Skelly  study  done  for  NYS  DEC. 


Background  Information  Appendix 

p.  17.  - Statements  are  made  which  imply  that  the  Study  will  make 
Step  1 facility  planning  under  Section  201  of  PL  92-500  unnecessary 
for  projects  within  the  study  area  and  that  the  adopted  plan  can  be 
used  for  application  to  EPA  of  Step  2 grants. 

Such  statements  are  not  accurate.  Individual  projects  within  the 
area  will  still  be  required  to  submit  all  Step  1 documents. 
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P.  18».  - Summary  of  Water  Quality  Problems  - First  sentence  should 
read:  "The  water  qualitv  standards  adopted  hv  NYSDEC  and  approved  hy 
EPA  no  t he  met  and  maintained". 

P . 2 ■ '» 3 . - Last  sentence  .In-  t Id  indicate  that  water  qualitv  standards 
should  he  met  at  all  times,  rather  than  onlv  during  MA-7-CD-10  flows 


Pl  an  Formi  1 a t i on  Append  1 x 

P . h , 7 , and  8 - See  p.  17  correction  of  Background  Information 
Append  lx. 

P.  1 1 *>  and  1 1 7 - The  accuracy  < t tatements  concerning  the  S euehanna 
stream  model  should  he  checked  with  l,aw]er,  Matusky  and  Skellv. 

P.  222. --Bottom  paragraph:  remove  "as  well  as  in  all  other  alternatives 
since  4 and  5 apply  onlv  to  the  baseline  plan. 

P.  2B5,  - Bottom  line  should  be  < MA—  7— CD—  I > . 

P.  2hh.  - second  Line  - remove  the  word  average  before  KA- 7-CD- 1 0. 

pp.  478,  487,  )'Q<,  aju,  >21,  532  - I sal  U C€ 

First  sentence  should  be  changed  to  read-  "All  plants  would  maintain 
a level  of  treatment  at  least  as  high  as  is  presently  being  attained 
and  in  no  case  would  either  the  minimum  secondary  standards  or  the 
stream  standards  be  contravened".  Minimum  secondary  treatment  at 
all  plants,  as  the  level  indicated  in  this  reference,  would  result 
in  contravention. 

pp.  483,  493,  50b , 517,  52B,  531’,  pn  - See  page  17  correction  of 
Background  Information  Appendix. 


Specialty  Appendix 

pp.  lb  anti  19  - The  Tioga  County  Comprehens  i ve  developed  projects 
in  all  population  centers  of  the  County  to  Rive  an  insight  into  the 
sizing  of  projects  and  costs  involved.  However,  on  page  2 ot  the 
Comprehensive  Study  it  is  noted:  "Except  for  the  village  of  Waver  le- 
ant! the  expansion  to  secondary  facilities  in  the  village  of  Owego  and 
Owego  Sewer  Districts,  there  is  no  clearly  defined  need  for  the 
immediate  installation  of  public  sewerage  and  treatment  facilities 
in  the  study  area".  Thus,  strictly  speaking,  projects  were  not  re- 
commended for  Nichols  and  Spencer  as  is  indicated  in  this  reference. 

Pages  131  and  132  are  transposed. 

P.  37.  - "All  of  the  processes  discussed  above  require  a filtration 
step  ...  "How  far  back  does  "above1  cover?"  The  activated  sludge 
process  would  not  require  filtration. 

Page  234  should  be  removed.  It  appears  in  its  proper  place  on  Page  284 

p,  23b.  - The  characterization  of  the  heavy  metals  and  the  high 
influent  suspended  solids  at  the  treatment  plants  as  minor  problems 
is  questioned.  These  are  and  have  been,  the  major  problems  at  Endicott 
and  Binghamton-. lohnson  City  respectively. 
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Chapter  VII  - The  possibility  of  flow  reduction  by  a more  strict  enforce- 
ment of  the  existing  Sewer  Use  Ordinances  is  totally  ignored  although 
such  action  could  greatly  reduce  inflow. 

Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix 

p , 31  - Turbidity  and  Suspended  Solids:  80  mg/1  should  be  30  mg/1. 

p.  33  and  238  - "A  phytoplankton  study  ...".  In  1967,  both  Endicott  and 
Vestall  had  primary  plants,  though  the  reference  indicates  they  were  raw 
d i scharges . 

p.  30  - NYS  DEC  coliform  standards  have  been  quoted  incorrectly.  In  the 
fifth  line  delete  "not"  to  "...  not  more  than  twenty  percent  of  the  sample 
shall  exceed  a coliform  value...". 

p.  83-11  - Metropolitan  Regionalization  is  not  Figure  I1I-2. 

P . 97  - First  paragraph  notes  future  phosphorus  loadings  with  secondary 
treatment  as  2700  lbs/day.  Next  paragraph  notes  that  AWT  would  result 
in  a total  phosphorus  loading  of  2900  lbs/day.  This  is  not  logical. 

P.  279  - Last  line,  first  full  paragraph,  change  "west"  to  "east". 

P . 374  - Sixth  line  from  too:  Do  not  capitalize  five  mile.  Capitaliz- 
ation may  cause  some  confusion  with  Five  Mile  Point. 

Pages  36  and  37  are  transposed. 

Institutional  Analysis  Appendix 
No  comments. 


Public  Involvement  Appendix 

p.  89  - "illicit"  should  be  "elicit". 

P.  95  - "Decimate"  should  be  "disseminate". 

The  following  are  additional  comments  which  have  not  been  transmitted 
to  you  by  telephone: 

1)  New  York  State  understands  the  concept  of  referring  to  the  Base- 
line condition  but  cannot  under  any  circumstances  accept  or  support  as  an 
implementable  alternative  any  plan  that  does  not  attain  water  quality 
standards.  Throughout  the  report  there  are  implications  and  statements 
that  the  Baseline  Plan,  which  really  should  be  referred  to  as  a baseline 
condition,  is  a possible  implementation  choice.  This  is  inaccurate  and 
should  be  corrected  in  the  following  instances: 

Summary  Appendix  - pages  56  and  78 

Impact  Assessment  Appendix  - pages  10  to  58  inclusive 

Background  Information  - pages  220  to  224  inclusive 

2)  Ammonia  Standard  - As  noted  on  page  377  of  "Impact  Assessments  and 
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Evaluation  Appendix",  the  imulicat 
standard  only  applies  at  the  place 
tration.  This  is  incorrect  since 
time.  Hence,  if  any  of  the  plans 
greater  than  2.0  mg/1  at  any  time, 
and  should  be  adjusted  as  needed. 


ion  is  given  that  the  New  York  ammonia 
of  minimum  dissolved  oxygen  concen- 
the  standard  applies  at  any  place  and 
resulted  in  an  ammonia  concentration 
then  those  plans  are  not  viable  plans 


3)  Dissolved  Oxygen  Occurrence  and  Impact  Upon  Fisheries  - Throughout 
the  various  appendices,  there  are  inaccurate  statements  and/or  implications 
as  to  the  effect  upon  the  fisheries  resulting  from  the  dissolved  oxygen 
levels.  An  example  of  this  is  the  following  statement  from  page  95  of 
"Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix": 

"To  ensure  the  continued  survival  of  the  fish  species 
it  would  be  necessary  to  maintain  DO  level  of  about 
5 mg/1  or  higher". 


On  page  401,  it  is  correctly  stated: 

"No  plan  would  significantly  benefit  fishery  potentials 
along  the  entire  Chenango  River  and  Susquehanna  River 
lengths  in  the  Binghamton  area". 


It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  when 
achieved,  that  they  occur  only  in  a small 
for  only  a few  days  during  the  MA-7-CD-10 


considering  minimum  DO  levels 
segment  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
flow  condition. 


All  parts  of  the  appendices  need  to  be  corrected,  in  so  far  as  the 
effect  of  "model"  projections  of  minimum  dissolved  oxygen  are  concerned. 
Of  particular  note  are  the  following: 


Summary  Appendix  - page  67 

Specialty  Appendix  - page  113 

Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix 

Impact  of  Dissolved  Oxygen  - The  question  of  predicted  dissolved 
oxygen  is  basic  to  the  entire  plan  and  since  no  original  field  work  was 
financed  for  the  stream  model,  this  plan  appears  to  have  been  based 
entirely  upon  the  one  developed  for  New  York  purposes  bv  Quirk,  Lawler 
and  Matusky  entitled:  "New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conser- 
vation - Wastewater  Assimilative  Capacity  Study,  Susquehanna  River  Basin'.'. 
The  quality  and  extent  of  the  model  developed  for  New  York  use  was  not 
considered  applicable  to  all  of  the  planning  area  (Chenango  and  lower 
Susquehanna  R.)  and  New  York  recommended  that,  as  part  of  the  COE  plan, 
further  model  verification  work  be  undertaken.  Since  no  new  work  was  ac- 
complished by  this  study,  the  plan  reliability  and  usefulness  is  diminished 
accord  ingly. 

I'p  to  page  370,  there  is  an  erroneous  implication  as  to  the  impact 
of  DO  on  the  fishery.  Some  of  the  concepts  which  appear  after  this  page 
should  be  used  to  replace  the  incorrect  conclusions  in  the  preceding  370 
pages.  Some  examples  of  an  explanation  that  are  nearly  correct  are  the 
fol lowing: 
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p.  370  - The  following  statement  would  be  correct  with  removal  of  the 
bracketed  phrases: 

"an  important  fact  to  keep  in  mind  £when  considering  minimum  DO 
levels  achieved}  is  that  the  minimum  DO  level  £i  s an  average  daily  value 
untQ  occurs  only  in  a mall  segment  of  the  Susquehanna  River  for  only  a 
few  days  during  the  MA-7-CD-10  flow  conditions  (minimum  average  seven 
consecutive  day  flow  which  will  occur  on  an  average  of  once  in  ten  years)". 

: i,  370  - "During  most  of  the  year  and  during  other  years  of  higher  river 
flows,  the  minimum  instream  DO  achieved  by  any  plan  would  be  substantially 
higher  than  that  indicated  in  the  Summary  Table". 

P.  373  - "None  of  the  wastewater  management  plans  would  create  any  significant 
fish  mortalities  due  to  oxygen  depletion.  On  the  other  hand,  none  of  the 
wastewater  management  plans  would  have  any  significant  beneficial  impacts 
upon  the  fishery  resources  of  the  Binghamton  area,  as  a whole". 

P.  401  - "No  plan  would  i gni i i • mtlv  benefit  fisherv  potentials  along  the 
entire  Chenango  River  and  Susquehanna  River  lengths  in  the  Binghamton 
area". 

Many  incorrect  comments  prior  to  page  370  exist  regarding  the  impact 
of  DO  levels  and  need  to  be  corrected.  In  addition,  some  DO  statements 
are  incorrect  as  the  result  of  "model"  refinements  (page  74)  and  these 
need  to  be  corrected  to  reflect  proper  mode)  results. 

4)  Bacterial  Model  - The  coliform  model  given  on  page  117  of 
"Specialty  Appendix"  and  reflected  on  Figures  1V-4  thru  IV-7  is  inadequate 
for  stream  work  and  has  not  been  verified  by  field  work.  Numerous  re- 
ferences may  be  used  supporting  this  conclusion  but  perhaps  one  of  the 
latest  is  the  statement  from  a recent  article  appearing  in  the  October  1975 
issue  of  Water  and  Waste  Engineering  entitled:  "Let's  Be  Sane  About 
Chlorination"  which  states: 

"Chlorinated  effluents  have  shown  rates  of  regrowth  of  coli- 
torms  in  receiving  waters  by  as  much  as  one  or  two  logs 
within  four  or  five  days  after  chlorination". 

The  model  and  figures  don't  show  any  regrowth  and  are  therefore  in 
error.  Hence,  all  treatment  adequacy  based  upon  the  conclusions  of  the 
model  used  in  this  report  and  the  related  conclusions  as  to  change  in 
stream  classification  are  based  on  erroneous  conclusions  and  should  be 
removed  from  the  report. 

Corrections  relative  to  the  above  should  be  made  in  the  following 
places: 


Summary 

Appendix 

“ 

p.  72 

Spec i al 

Append ix 

- 

p.  117 

- 

p.  120 

* 

p.  128 

fmpac  t i 

Assessment 

- 

p.  261 

p.  243 
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5)  C lass  if icat ions  - Suggestions  for  changes  in  classification  are 

technically  improper  based  on  the  results  of  the  unverified  and  inaccurate 
coliform  model  (as  well  as  other  reasons)  and  are  premature  if  "best  usage" 
is  considered.  This  is  supported  by  the  statement  on  page  48  of  "Impact 
Assessment  & Evaluation  Appendix":  "However,  use  of  the  rivers  for  primary 

water  contact  recreation  is  not  foreseen  by  any  community." 

It  is  suggested  that  all  such  implications  be  removed  at  this  time. 

If  substantial  funding  is  made  available  by  EPA  under  the  statewide  208 
planning  process  or  Section  106,  it  may  be  possible  to  conduct  a coliform 
model  verification  study  in  the  Binghamton  area.  Until  more  accurate 
projections  can  be  made,  any  change  in  classification  is  not  warranted. 

Changes  should  be  made  in  the  Summary  Appendix,  pages  23  and  43. 

6 ) Specialty  Appendix 

Page  116  - The  determination  of  MA7CD/10  on  the  basis  of  "drainage 
basin  proportions"  as  indicated  at  the  top  of  this  page  is  incorrect. 

Bulletin  71:  Streamflow  in  the  New  York  Part  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin, 

prepared  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Geological  Survey  in 
cooperation  with  NYS  DEC,  notes:  (page  35)  ".  . . . low  flows  cannot  be 
reliably  estimated  by  extrapolating  known  flows  per  unit  area  from  nearby 
stations.  The  usual  approach  is  to  make  a series  of  measurements  under 
base-flow  conditions  at  sites  where  information  is  needed  and  to  develop 
frequency  relationships  by  comparing  these  measurements  with  records  at 
nearby  long-term  gaging  stations."  In  the  use  of  any  stream  flow  data  it 
is  necessary  to  adjust  the  findings  by  subtracting  out  the  sewage  and  waste 
flow  that  are  normal  dry  weather  flows  upstream  of  the  station  for  which 
the  low  flow  statistic  has  been  developed. 

Public  Involvement  Appendix  - September  1975 

Page  67  - The  statement  regarding  NYS  DEC  position  on  the  funding  of 
a short  vs.  a longer  outfall  for  the  proposed  Chenango  Valley  plant  is 
premature  and  should  be  qualified  or  removed.  Before  NYS  DEC  makes  a final 
determination,  it  will  have  to  take  into  account  such  items  as  the  following 
noted  from  the  Impact  Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix: 

"The  proposed  Chenango  Valley  plant  would  be  upstream  of  a proposed 
river  recreational  area.  Adverse  reactions  stemming  from  the  know- 
ledge that  sewage  effluent  is  being  discharged  above  this  park  and 
eventually  passes  the  park,  could  adversely  affect  the  potential 
public  use  of  this  facility,  especially  with  regards  to  swimming, 
boating,  fishing  or  other  shoreline  activity."  Page  107. 

Adequate  information  as  to  the  relative  importance  and  potential  for 
this  proposed  river  recreational  area  would  be  needed  before  a supportable 
decision  can  be  made  on  the  question  of  reclassification. 

Additional  comments  will  be  forthcoming  based  on  review  of  the 
following  appendices: 

Plan  Formulation 

Cost  and  Design 
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These  comments  will  be  forwarded  as  received. 

Very  truly  yours, 


//  n 

/ 

Michael  r.  0 ' Too  1 J “ 7 

Chief,  Water  QuaA-ity  Planning  G f 
Office  of  Program  Development, 
Planning  and  Research 


cc : EPA,  Region  II 

Att:  C.  Durfor 
Region  7 

Att:  D.  Barolo 
STERPB 

Att:  J.  Missavage 
Bur.  Sewage  Programs 
Att:  F.  0.  Bogedain 
Survey  and  Analysis 
Att:  W.  Berner 
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New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 

,0  Wolf  Road,  Albany,  Mew  York  1 1’ 2 ^ 


Peter  A. A.  Berle 
Commiss  loner 


June  29,  1976 


Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Post  Office  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Att : Mr.  James  Crews: 

Gentlemen : 

The  following  comments  and  corrections  of  the  Plan  Formulation  Appendix  and 
the  Cost  and  Design  Appendix  complete  our  review  of  the  Draft  Report.  Previous 
comments  and  corrections  were  contained  in  our  letter  of  May  24,  1976. 

PLAN  FORMULATION  APPENDIX 

Pg.  49  - It  is  mentioned  under  the  "Provision  for  Collection  and  Treatment  of 
Wastewater"  section  that  "secondary  facilities  will  be  inadequate  in 
West  Owego  by  1980".  This  statement  is  confusing  in  that  it  does  not. 
indicate  whether  the  inadequacy  is  a result  of  the  secondary  facilities 
being  overloaded  or  that  a greater  degree  of  treatment  (AWT)  is  called 
for. 

Pg.  51  - Although  it  is  recognized  that  parkland  would  be  enhanced  by  water 

quality  conditions  suitable  for  the  propagation  of  fish  and  for  swimming. 
Class  B waters  are  not  mandatory  for  parkland,  such  as  this  passage 
implies.  It  is  suggested  that  Class  B waters  "could  be  achieved  by 
maintenance  of  the  lower  coliform  levels  contained  in  the  standards", 
implying  that  this  can  be  accomplished  with  ease.  The  absurdity  of 
this  statement  is  highlighted  by  the  description  of  the  effects  on  the 
river  system  of  overflows  from  combined  sewers  (pg.  53-54)  during  heavy 
rains  - "a  health  hazard,  high  coliform  counts  and  stressful  aquatic 
conditions  would  exist".  This  conflict  should  be  resolved. 

Pg.  57  - The  conflicting  passages  cited  above  may  originate  with  the  interpretation 
applied  to  PL  92-500  in  the  second  paragraph.  This  states  that  PL  92-500 
requires  water  quality  standards,  etc.,  whereas  PL  92-500  actually  defines 
water  quality  goals,  when  attainable,  (not  requirements)  of  providing  for 
primary  contact  recreation  and  protection  of  aquatic  life.  Again, 
these  should  be  interpreted  as  goals,  not  requirements,  to  be  achieved 
when  attainable. 

Pg.  58  - Third  paragraph  - refer  to  comment  concerning  pg.  57. 
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Pg.  70  - Table  1V-3,  objective  B-5,  correctly  identifies  the  achievement  of 
"Class  B"  waters  from  Binghamton  to  Owego  Village  as  a goal,  not  a 
requirement,  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  interpretation  applied 
to  PI,  92-300  in  previous  sections  (cited  above). 

Pg.  104-  An  explanation  should  accompany  N.Y.S.  Water  Quality  Standards  for 
coliforms  due  to  the  fact  that  the  "Class  B"  waters  total  coliform 
standards  of  2,400  (MPN/100  ml),  appears  more  stringent  than  the  higher 
quality  "Class  A"  waters  standard  of  5000  (MPN/100  ml),  which  may  be 
confusing.  Class  "A"  waters  are  of  a higher  quality  than  "Class  B" , 
as  "A"  usage  includes  drinking  after  approved  treatment,  bathing  and 
all  other  usae  whereas  "B"  usage  does  not  include  drinking.  Bottom 
of  page  - TDS  - Max.  for  B&C  waters  is  not  500. 

Pg.  106-  The  last  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  should  be  deleted  as  it 

implies  that  "Class  B"  waters  are  of  a higher  quality  than  "Class  A" 
waters.  See  comment  for  pg.  104. 

Pg.  123-  Second  sentence  in  second  paragraph  - insert  "removals"  after  "high 
levels  of  phosphorus". 

Pg.  149-  See  page  57  comment  with  reference  to  "1983  requirements"  mentioned 
under  strategy  3. 

Pg.  150-  Strategies  6,  7,  8,  9 - see  Pg.  149  comments. 

Pg.  152,  165,  195  - See  comment  for  Pg.  469. 

Pg.  232,  233,  250  - Throughout  the  text  numerous  references  are  made  to  D.0. 

values  which  are  never  properly  identified,  i.e.  either  a*  minimum 
or  as  minimum  daily  average  values.  This  inconsistency  creates  con- 
fusion; if  4 mg/1  and  5 mg/1  are  to  be  associated  with  minimum  and 
minimum  daily  average  respectively,  this  association  should  be  defined 
at  the  beginning  of  the  strategy  descriptions. 

pg.  233-  The  fourth  sentence  under  the  D.0.  section  should  read,  "The  NYS  DEC 

standards  of  4 mg/1  minimum  daily  and  5.0  mg/1  minimum  daily  average  ..." 

Pg.  247-  Re  the  second  paragraph  - see  comment  1 (pg.  3)  of  the  letter  from 
Michael  O'Toole  to  COE  dated  May  24,  1976. 

Pg.  271-  Should  specify  whether  coliforms  are  total  or  fecal. 

Pg.  296-  Should  specify  1000  MPN/100  ml  as  a total  coliform  density. 

Pg.  469,  534-556,  591-592,  617,  624  - Mr.  Eugene  Seebald,  Director  of  the  Division 

of  Pure  Waters,  NYS  DEC,  clarified  NY  State's  position  with  respect  to  inter- 
pretation of  the  D.0.  standard  and  its  application  for  stream  modeling  pur- 
poses in  a letter  to  Mr.  James  Crews,  Balt.  Dist. , COE,  dated  April  25,  1975. 
"For  determination  of  waste  assimilative  capacities  utilizing  steady-state 
dissolved  oxygen  models,  the  minimum,  at  anytime,  dissolved  oxygen  standard 
is  applied  as  the  critical  limiting  condition.  Therefore,  for  Class  A,  B, 
and  C streams  a D.0.  of  4.0  mg/1  would  apply".  On  the  basis  of  this  inter- 
pretation the  minimum  average  D.0.  column  in  tables  VII-1,  VII-17,  IX-1 
(which  should  read  minimum  daily  average)  should  be  replaced  with  a minimum 
instantaneous  D.0.  column  representing  the  minimum  D.O.,  at  anytime,  gen- 
erated by  the  various  plans.  In  addition,  the  minimum  daily  average 
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values  for  2020  violate  N.Y.  state  standards  (5  mg/1)  for  all  plans  up 
to  and  including  2 C.  It  is  acknowledged  that  additional  facilities 
could  be  added  at  a later  date  to  achieve  the  D.O.  standard  and  that 
biologically  the  plan  may  be  feasible  (pg.  591)  but  this  must  not  be 
construed  as  permission  to  violate  State  standards,  which  is  totally 
unacceptable  to  New  York  State.  Acceptance  of  Plan  2C  contradicts  the 
methodology  employed  in  the  selection  of  strategies  for  further  study 
on  page  152:  "Strategies  with  a minimum  dissolved  oxygen  of  less  than 
four  were  not  acceptable  as  they  would  not  meet  the  existing  State 
standards  by  the  year  2000".  The  final  recommendations  choose  Plan  2C 
and  it  will  not  meet  State  standards  by  the  year  2020.  It  is  highly 
questionable  whether  Plan  2C  is  an  acceptable  alternative  for  the  above 
reasons . 

New  York  State's  acceptance  of  Plan  2C  at  the  ISMG  meeting  of  September  30, 
1975,  was  based  on  the  Corps  and  Consultants  assurances  that  no  contravention  of 
stream  standards  would  occur  (i.e.  - minimum  instantaneous  D.O.  at  4.0  mg/1  and 
minimum  daily  average  D.O.  at  5.0  mg/1).  The  "Plans  for  Choice"  brochure  which 
was  distributed  at  the  public  meeting  held  in  Binghamton  on  November  25,  1975, 
and  the  Summary  Appendix,  which  was  released  to  the  public  at  the  same  time,  both 
assured  that  all  plans  except  baseline  would  meet  stream  standards. 

The  Plan  Formulation  appendix  contradicts  the  foregoing  and  indicates  that 
contravention  of  a five  mile  stretch  of  stream  between  Endicott  and  Owego  would 
occur  under  plans  2A,  2B,  and  2C,  by  1995,  based  on  available  data  and  the 
theoretical  model.  Since  the  key  point  of  the  whole  study  is  the  formulation  of 
a plan  which  will  meet  New  York  State  Stream  standards  as  mandated  by  Public  Law 
92-500,  no  contradictions  or  hedging  can  exist.  Somewhere  in  the  final  report, 
probably  in  the  Summary  Section,  a plain  language  assessment  of  the  various  plans 
needs  to  be  made  and  all  other  sections  of  the  report  must  be  consistant  with  that 
assessment.  If,  in  fact.  Plans  2A,  B and  C will  not  meet  stream  standards,  they 
will  not  be  acceptable  to  New  York  State,  except  perhaps  as  an  interim  (1995) 
step  during  which  further  study  of  stream  conditions  would  determine  what  other 
steps  will  be  required  to  assure  meeting  water  quality  standards  through  the  year 
2020. 

COST  a DESIGN  APPENDIX 

Pg.  151-154,  159-184  - Refer  to  the  "impact  of  dissolved  oxygen"  section  on 

page  4 of  the  letter  from  Michael  O'Toole  to  COE  dated  May  24,  1976  for 
comments  pertinent  to  the  D.O.  model  employed  in  the  generation  of 
stream  D.O.  data  for  the  study. 


Chief,  Water  Quality  Planning  Group 
Office  of  Program  Development 


Planning  and  Research 


JR:M0T:ebt 

cc:  Mr.  C.  Durfor,  US  EPA 

Mr.  D.  Barolo,  Reg.  #7 
Mr.  Missavage  - Southern  Tier  East  RPB 
Mr.  F.  Bogedain  - Bur.  of  Sewage  Programs 
Mr.  W.  Berner  - Survey  6.  Analysis 
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State  of  New  York 
Department  of 

Environmental  Conservation 
Albany.  New  York  12233 


July  7,  1976 


Dear  General  McGarry: 

New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  has  completed  its 
review  of  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  reports.  Under  the  agree- 
ment between  the  Department  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  State  of 
New  York  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  the  major  study  work  items 
were  to  include  the  following: 

a)  an  evaluation  of  the  aim  to  achieve  maximum  water  quality 

b)  an  evaluation  of  institutional  alternatives  appropriate  for 
implementing  the  wastewater  plan 

c)  an  evaluation  of  cost  sharing  alternatives  appropriate  to  the 
wastewater  plan 

d)  formulation  of  a total  w.  ••water  management  system  for  the  area 

e)  detailed  planning  for  a li  . • ••  i iml>e''  of  system  projects. 

The  reports  as  completed  havt  a i li.  'ied  the  major  work  elements. 

New  York  State  appreciates  th<  : i f Engineers  interest  in  preparing  the 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  ■ id  tnd  for  concentrating  considerable  time 
and  investment  into  this  [articular  area.  These  study  reports  will  be  major 
source  documents  that  will  lie  con  lie  red  by  New  York  State  in  the  development 
of  a Water  Quality  Management  Plan  for  the  Si.  squehanna  River  Basin  as  required 
under  Section  208  of  P.L.  92-500. 


Robert  S.  McGarry 

Brigadier  General 

USA  Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

BALTIMORE  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P Q BOX  1715 

BALTIMORE  MARYLAND  21203 


NABPL-U 


6 AUG  1976 


Mr.  Michael  J.  O'Toole,  Jr. 

Chief,  Water  Quality  Planning  Group 
Office  of  Program  Development 
and  Research 

New  York  State  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation 
50  Wolf  Road 
Albany,  New  York  12233 


Dear  Mr.  O'Toole: 

Thank  you  for  your  letters  dated  24  May  1976  and  29  June  1976  con- 
cerning the  draft  Report  for  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study  in  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York.  Editorial  comments 
and  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  into  the  text  as  the  final 
Report  was  prepared.  Several  substantive  comments,  however,  need 
further  clarification  and  will  be  discussed  in  this  letter. 

Baseline  Plan 

The  Baseline  Plan  in  the  Study  Report  is  presented  as  a "no  action" 
or  "without"  projection  and  serves  as  a comparative  base  in 
assessing  the  impacts  of  the  other  "action"  alternatives.  The  Base- 
line Plan,  in  various  levels  of  refinement,  was  carried  through  each 
stage  of  the  Study  for  this  purpose.  It  is  described  as  a final  plan 
in  the  Report  documents  so  relevant  comparisons  of  the  "action" 
plans  can  be  made  against  a standard  "no  action"  condition.  The 
Baseline  Plan  is  presented  not  as  an  implementation  choice  but  as 
the  probable  consequence  of  static  physical  facilities  and  manage- 
ment programs  in  future  years  (an  unlikely  event  in  the  case  of  New 
York  State).  In  this  regard,  NYSDEC  has  noted  the  water  quality 
violations  which  would  result  from  "no  action,  " and  has  appropri- 
ately supported  one  of  the  "action"  plans. 
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Impact  of  Low  Dissolved  Oxygen  Concentrations  on  Fisheries 

The  comment  that  was  made  in  your  24  May  76  letter  that  the  first 
sections  of  several  Report  appendices,  especially  the  Impact 
Assessment  and  Evaluation  Appendix,  contain  erroneous  implications 
as  to  the  impact  of'  low  dissolved  oxygen  (DO)  concentrations  upon 
fisheries  in  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties.  The  work  documented  in 
these  sections  was  performed  early  in  the  Study  when  information 
was  limited  and  impacts  of  low  DO  levels  were  uncertain.  Each 
section  of  the  Study  is  written  to  reflect  the  best  information  which 
was  available  at  the  time,  thereby  maintaining  the  chronological 
presentation  of  the  findings  and  decisions.  As  better  data  was 
developed  and  investigations  performed  in  more  detail,  impacts  were 
subsequently  revised  based  on  the  new  knowledge  . Consequently, 
Stage  HI-2,  the  last  section  of  the  Study,  represents  the  most  de- 
tailed information  developed  during  the  Study.  The  NYSDEC  has 
indicated  general  agreement  with  the  impact  sections  of  these  last 
chapters . 

Stream  Classifications 

It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Study  Report  to  recommend  changes  in 
stream  classifications  for  the  Susquehanna  River  between  Binghamton 
and  Owego  Village,  New  York.  However,  one  publicly  expressed 
desire  of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  was  to  determine 
if  higher  classifications  for  the  Susquehanna  River  could  be  achieved; 
and  if  they  could,  the  associated  impacts  and  costs.  Therefore,  one 
objective  of  the  Study  was  to  evaluate  the  technical  merits  of  the 
CACs  question  and  report  on  the  results  of  the  investigation.  Most 
of  this  work  is  presented  in  Chapter  IV  of  the  Specialty  Appendix 
and  is  summarized  in  the  other  appendices.  While  the  Study  Report 
does  contain  sufficient  information  to  answer  the  CACs  questions, 
the  Report  does  not  contain  appropriate  detail  for  making  a firm 
decision  regarding  higher  stream  classifications  downstream  of 
Binghamton.  The  Study  Report,  though,  can  be  used  as  a basis  for 
accomplishing  more  detailed  work  on  this  possibility,  perhaps  in 
NYSDECs  statewide  208  planning  process. 

Bacterial  Model 

The  bacterial  model  as  described  on  page  117  of  the  Specialty 
Appendix  is  the  standard  application  of  Chick's  I, aw  for  predicting 
conform  die-off  rates.  This  basic  relationship  was  used  in  an  attempt 
to  answer  the  questions  of  the  CAC  concerning  the  upgrading  of  Class 
C waters  to  Class  B waters  for  primary  contact  recreation,  as  dis- 
cussed in  the  previous  paragraph.  According  to  Chick's  Law,  no 
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violations  of  Class  B water  quality  standards  would  o vith  any 

of  the  thi  ee  action  plans  described  in  the  final  chapter  m It  "port. 

It  is  recognized,  however,  that  recent  texts  and  articles  have  docu- 
mented departures  from  Chick's  Law  at  sampling  points  lownstream 
of  effluent  discharges.  Any  consideration  for  changing  stream  class- 
ifications, therefore,  should  be  accompanied  by  a detailed  examina- 
tion of  effluent  disinfection  and  stream  resnonses. 

Prediction  of  Dissolved  Oxygen  Concentrations 

Another  major  indicator  of  organic  pollution  in  a waterway  is  the 
concentration  of  dissolved  oxygen.  In  order  to  predict  the  DO 
concentrations  in  the  Susquehanna  River,  the  Binghamton  Wastewater 
Management  Study  employed  the  DO  model  developed  by  Lawler, 
Matusky,  and  Skelly  Engineers  under  contract  to  the  NYSDEC  for  the 
"Wastewater  Assimilative  Capacity  Study  for  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin.  " This  computer  model  was  used  in  predicting  DO  levels  for 
the  Susquehanna  River  between  Binghamton  and  Owego  Village.  A 
similar  but  simplified  version  of  the  DO  model,  with  appropriate 
revisions,  was  used  to  predict  DO  levels  in  the  Chenango  River. 

Early  in  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study,  the  DO  model 
was  undergoing  continued  refinement  for  final  submission  to  the 
NYSDEC.  At  the  time,  it  was  not  clearly  determined  if  the  model 
predicted  the  minimum  instantaneous  value  (NYSDEC  standard  - -.0 
mg/l)  or  the  minimum  daily  average  value  (NYSDEC  standard  - .0 
mg/1)  for  the  dissolved  oxygen  concentration  bec  ause  of  the  scrubbing 
of  algal  and  photosynthesis  effects  from  the  model.  Hence,  predicted 
DO  levels  were  listed  simply  as  ''minimum"  values  and  are 
documented  as  such  in  the  early  chapters  of  the  Report.  At  the  request 
of  Mr.  Eugene  F.  Seebald  in  his  letter  dated  25  April  1975,  no  alter- 
native with  a "minimum"  DO  concentration  greater  than  4.0  mg/l 
was  dropped  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  DO  model  predictions. 

Near  the  end  of  the  Study  during  Stage  III-2,  the  consultant  performed 
additional  investigations  and  determined  that  the  DO  model  predicted 
a value  very  close  to  the  minimum  daily  average,  with  the  minimum 
instantaneous  dissolved  oxygen  being  about  0.5  mg/I  lower.  In  Stage 
III— 2 of  the  draft  Report,  various  tables  were  presented  with  the  in- 
tention of  showing  the  minimum  daily  average  value  for  dissolved 
oxygen.  As  evidenced  in  your  letter  of  29  June  1976,  some  confusion 
existed  as  to  both  the  heading  and  interpretation  of  the  DO  column 
in  these  tables.  Therefore,  the  final  report  will  show  two  columns 
in  the  summary  tables  - one  column  with  the  minimum  instantaneous 
DO  concentration  and  a second  column  with  the  minimum  daily 
average  DO  concentration.  Additionally,  the  text  of  the  Stage  UI-2 
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chapters  m both  the  Plan  Formulation  Appendix  and  the  Summary 
R port  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  the  appropriate  desig- 
nation  for  the  DO  concentrations  predicted  by  the  computer  model. 

Recommended  Plan 


The  recommendation  of  Plan  2C  was  a joint  consensus  by  the  individ- 
uals of  the  Interagency  Study  Management  Group  (ISMG)  based  on  the 
discussion  of  the  consultant's  report  on  30  September  1975.  Plan 
2C  would  achieve  a minimum  instantaneous  DO  concentration  above 
4.0  mg/1  throughout  the  planning  period  to  the  year  2020.  Further- 
more, Plan  2C  would  achieve  a minimum  daily  average  DO  level 
above  5.0  mg/l  at  least  until  1994.  After  1994,  isolated  occurrences 
of  minimum  daily  average  DO  levels  between  4.5  mg/l  and  5.0  mg/l 
(violating  NYSDEC  standards)  may  happen  during  the  most  critical 
conditions  at  the  MA-7-CD-10  flow.  These  depressions  of  DO  levels 
below  the  minimum  daily  average  standard  of  5.0  mg/l  would  occur 
for  a maximum  of  5.  5 miles  in  the  Susquehanna  River  downstream 
of  Endicott.  Biologically,  it  was  concluded  that  the  fishable-swim- 
mable  goal  of  Public  Law  92-500  providing  for  propagation  and  main- 
tenance of  native  fish  species  could  be  achieved  by  Plan  2C.  Aquatic 
impacts  associated  with  isolated  occurrences  of  minimum  daily 
average  DO  levels  below  5.0  mg/l  would  not  be  significant  with 
Plan  2C. 

C nsequently,  ISMG  participants  (including  the  NYSDEC)  suggested 
that  Plan  2C  be  recommended  as  a cost-effective  means  of  achieving 
State  standards  and  fishable-swimmable  waters,  at  least  as  a short- 
range  plan  until  the  mid  - 1990's.  Plan  2C  would  provide  ample 
opportunity  to  verify  the  computer-modeling  procedure  with  actual 
field  samples  while  still  maintaining  NYSDEC  water  quality 
standards.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  sampling  program  and  model 
verification,  firm  decisions  can  then  be  made  regarding  the  necessity 
for  higher  levels  of  treatment  in  years  after  1994.  If  necessary, 
Plan3C  would  be  adopted  which  would  provide  nitrification  at  the  Bing- 
hamton - Johnson  City  STP  for  an  additional  capital  cost  of  about 
$4,  000,  000.  The  ISMG  participants  felt  this  additional  expense 
for  nitrification  facilities  was  not  justified  until  the  need  is  more 
firmly  established  through  refined  model  calibration. 

As  stated  in  the  Summary  Report  (pages  91&92),  Plan  2C  was 
recommended  by  the  ISMG  because  it  would  furnish  "...  a good 
foundation  on  which  to  build  any  future  plans  for  wastewater 
management.  . . . Instream  water  quality  standards  would  be  achieved 
at  least  to  the  mid  1990 's  with  Plan  2C  and  possibly  longer.  If  higher 
levels  of  treatment  are  ever  required,  this  plan  would  lend  itself 
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to  staged  construction  in  either  Broome  or  Tioga  County....  In 
summation,  then  Plan  2C  provides  a great  deal  of  flexibility  for 
achieving  water  quality  standards  in  an  incremental  fashion  and  also 
for  expending  limited  Federal  and  State  grant  money  in  a rational 
and  effective  manner.  " Given  these  considerations,  the  Report  rec- 
ommends Plan  2C  as  the  cost-effective  Plan  of  Choice. 

1 trust  the  preceeding  paragraphs  have  answered  your  questions  and 
concerns  regarding  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study. 
Your  letters  of  24  May  1976  and  29  June  197  6 and  this  response  will 
become  part  of  the  Comments  Appendix  to  be  included  as  part  of  the 
final  Report.  Distribution  of  the  final  Report  will  be  accomplished 
with  a single  mailing  after  all  volumes  have  been  printed.  Once  again, 
thank  you  for  your  thorough  review  of  the  draft  Report. 

# Sincerely  yours, 

£ 

JAMES  E.  CREWS 
Chairman 

Interagency  Study  Management  Group 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  2063 
HAHHISBUBG,  PENNSYLVANIA  17120 

March  3,  1976 


In  reply  refer  to: 
File:  lfi-7.12 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District 

Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

We  have  reviewed  the  drafts  "Plan  Formulation  Appendix",  "Specialty 
Appendix"  and  the  "Summary"  of  the  "Binghampton  Wastewater  Management  Study". 
The  findings  of  this  review  are  that  we  are  in  general  agreement  with  the 
plan  that  has  been  developed.  Since  the  Binghampton  Wastewater  Management 
Study  has  been  a cooperative  endeavor  supported  by  Federal,  State,  local 
and  interstate  agencies,  as  well  as  concerned  citizens,  implementation  of 
the  recommendations  made  in  the  study  should  not  present  any  major  problems 
and  should  contribute  in  maintaining  good  water  quality  for  future  generations 
living  along  the  Susquehanna  River  in  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties. 

We  will  appreciate  receiving  the  final  copy  of  the  report  in  order  to 
keep  abreast  of  the  planning  effort  of  the  study  as  it  is  translated  into 
observable  improvements  for  the  Susquehanna  River  environment. 

Very  truly  yours, 

ItU&A 

Abdul  R.  Merchant 
Sanitary  Engineer 
Office  of  Comprehensive  Water 
and  Wastewater  Planning 
Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Sewerage 
Bureau  of  Water  Quality  Management 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  2063 
HARRISBURG,  PENNSYLVANIA  17120 


May  10,  1976 


Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr.,  Chief 

Planning  Division 

Department  of  Army 

Baltimore  District 

Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  volume  "Design  and  Cost  Appendix", 
along  with  the  "Cultural  Resources  Reconnaisance  Report"  and  the 
"U . S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Report"  which  were  forwarded  to 
this  office  by  letter  dated  March  29,  1976.  We  are  in  agreement  with 
the  development  and  methodology  of  the  engineering  analysis  as  well 
as  the  detail  design  and  cost  of  the  final  plan  as  presented  in  the 
design  and  cost  appendix. 

We  are  also  in  general  agreement  with  the  conclusions  reached 
and  the  recommendations  made  in  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Report  and  have  no  comments  at  the  present  time. 

We  will  appreciate  receiving  the  final  copy  of  the  report  in 
order  to  keep  abreast  of  the  planning  effort  of  the  study  as  it  is 
translated  into  observable  improvements  for  the  Susquehanna  River 
environment  in  genera]  and  for  the  future  generations  of  Broome  and 
Tioga  counties  in  particular. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Abdul  R.  Merchant 
Office  of  Comprehensive  Water 
and  Wastewater  Planning 
Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Sewerage 
Bureau  of  Water  Quality  Management 


New  York  Archaeological  Council 

arc^aeokigirai  rcsou'  i;e  mo»uujement  se*  vice 


January  21,  1976 


William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Baltimore  District 
P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 
Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

Thank  you  for  sending  us  the  draft  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management 
Study  and  the  copy  of  the  cultural  resource  report  by  Mr.  Stong  and  Dr. 
Plog.  1 have  briefly  reviewed  the  documents  and  feel  that  your  archaeo- 
logists have  done  quite  a good  job.  I am,  however,  sending  copies  of  the 
report  to  three  archaeologists  more  experienced  than  I in  the  history  and 
prehistory  of  the  region  with  the  request  that  thev  provide  vou  with  com- 
ments from  their  perspectives. 

From  the  standpoint  of  a concern  for  cultural  resource  management 
planning,  I do  think  the  cultural  resource  study  has  some  weaknesses. 

You  are  obviously  engaged  in  a rather  large-scale,  regional  study  that 
deals  with  many  alternatives  and  a wide  range  of  management  problems. 

The  cultural  resource  study,  however,  does  not  address  the  entire  region 
in  any  very  useful  detail,  and  does  not  analyze  the  differential  impacts 
of  different  management  alternatives.  Presumably  what  you  need  at  this 
level  of  your  study  is  a regional  archaeological  overview  that  provides  a 
concrete  basis  for  (a)  predicting  historic  and  prehistoric  site  densities 
in  the  areas  to  be  directly  or  indirectly  affected  by  the  various  project 
alternatives,  (b)  establishing  standards  by  which  the  significance  of  re- 
sources that  turn  out  to  be  threatened  can  be  measured,  and  thus  (c)  pro- 
jecting the  relative  archaeological  destructiveness  of  each  project  alter- 
native, with  recommendations  for  mitigation  of  this  destructive  potential. 
It  is  apparent  that  you  do  not  have  this  kind  of  overview  as  a result  of 
your  cultural  resource  study.  While  it  appears  that  the  archaeologists 
fulfilled  the  terms  of  their  contract,  the  contract  seems  to  have  limited 
them  in  ways  that  resulted  in  their  provision  to  you  of  a report  that  fails 
to  mesh  well  with  the  rest  of  the  study,  and  does  not  really  give  you 
adequate  archaeological  input  into  plan  formulation. 


i 


cc:  Dr.  Fred  Plog 
Mr.  David  Stong 

4242  Ridge  l«  Ro»d.  Buffalo.  New  York  14226  Tel  (716)8311144 
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BAUSCH  HALL  STRASENBURGH  PLANETARIUM  EISENHART  AUDITORIUM  SCHOOL  OF  SCIENCE  AND  MAN 


February  6,  1976 


William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Baltimore  District 
P.0.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 
Dear  Mr.  Trieschman: 

Thomas  King,  formerly  of  the  New  York  Archaeological 
Council,  has  asked  me  to  comment  on  the  document  entitled 
"Cultural  Resources  Reconnaissance  Binghamton  Wastewater 
Management  Study,  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties,  New  York  " 
by  David  Strong  and  Fred  Plog. 

Although  I do  not  have  a great  deal  of  time  to  go  into 
any  detail,  I feel  that  the  report  could  be  useful  to  one 
starting  on  a regional  study.  On  the  whole  I feel  that  a 
more  in-depth  analysis  should  have  been  presented  both  from 
the  literature  and  the  field  searches.  With  such  large 
areas,  however,  under  consideration  I am  sure  that  there 
were  limitations  beyond  anyone's  control. 

The  basic  methods  do  parallel  various  surveys  that  the 
RMSC  has  found  satisfactory  in  dealing  with  much  smaller 
acreage.  I would  expect  that  this  report,  in  its  next  phase 
of  more  intensive  survey  as  planning  progresses,  will  be  an 
excellent  base  from  which  to  operate. 

We  are  all  searching  for  efficient  methods  to  facilitate 
cultural  resource  management.  Tom  King  in  his  letter  of 
January  21,  1976  certainly  suggests  some  good  points  to 
ponder.  The  so  called  weaknesses  in  the  report  are,  however, 
not  easy  to  correct.  Let  us  hope  that  the  archaeological 
profession  can  work  out  standards  in  the  near  future. 

S 


Charles  F.  Hayes  III,  Director 
Rochester  Museum 
Curator  of  Anthropology 
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cc:  Tom  King 

Eli  McDowell 


657  EAST  AVENUE 


ROCHESTER  NEW  YORK  14603  (716)  271-4320 


THt  . S * E N s T » Of  The  S T A I E ' * NEW  > « ** 

THE  STATE  EDUCATION  DEPARTMENT 

A BANV  NEW  VOBK  12234 


NE  A • WK  STATE  M si  m ANP  SC'ENCE  SEW.  CE 


AST  M WOP  1.00  '.A  »«E» 


May  14,  1976 

Mr.  William  E.  Trieschman,  Jr. 

Chief,  Planning  Division 
Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Trieschman, 

I have  reviewed  the  Draft  Report  and  the  Cultural  Resources  Recon- 
naissance survey  Report  for  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
for  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties. 

Although  the  Survey  Report,  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Anthropology 
of  the  State  University  of  New  York  at  Binghamton,  is  very  general  in 
nature  and  the  findings  as  yet  inconclusive,  the  data  presented  does 
seem  to  indicate  the  potential  for  significant  cultural  resources  in 
the  areas  proposed  for  construction  of  this  project. 

I trust  that  as  the  locations  for  this  construction  become  more  specific 
during  design  development,  that  you  will  undertake  the  level  of  detailed 
field  study  required  to  locate  and  describe  these  cultural  sites  in  an 
effort  both  to  determine  their  significance  and  also  to  allow  for  their 
maximum  protection. 

If  this  office  can  be  of  any  further  aid,  please  contact  us. 


Sincerely  yours. 


State  Archeologist 
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Detailed  field  surveys  of  cultural  resources  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  local  agencies  receiving  federal  grants  for 
the  planning  and  design  of  specific  facilities  (Step  I and  Step 
II  of  Section  201,  P.  L„  92-500).  Assessments  of  signifi- 
cance during  the  detailed  planning  and  design  steps  will 
allow  maximum  protection  during  construction. 


Broome  County  Executive  Edwin  L.  Crawford.  County  Executive 

Broome  County  Office  Building 
Government  Plaza 
Binghamton,  New  York  13902 
Box  1766 
(607)  772  2100 


January  21,  1976 


Department  of  the  Army 

Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Attention  Robert  S.  McGarry 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 


Dear  Colonel  McGarry: 


This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  letter  dated 
January  5,  1976  and  the  enclosed  draft  report  referred 
to  therein. 


We  have  noted  your  request  for  a review  of  the  plan 
together  with  a letter  from  this  office  expressing  an 
opinion  on  behalf  of  Broome  County. 


I am  asking  Commissioner  Missavage  and  other  inter- 
ested county  officials  to  undertake  this  review  so  that 
an  early  response  can  be  made. 


EEC  gm 


EDWIN  L.  CRAWFORD 
COUNTY  EXECUTIVE 


cc: 

Joseph  M.  Missavage,  Commissioner  of  Planning 
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Edwin  L Crawford,  County  Executive 


Broome  Cdlinty  Executive 

Broome  County  Office  Budding 
Government  Plaza 
Binghamton.  New  York  13902 
Box  1766 
(607)  77?  2100 


23  February  1976 


Colonel  Robert  S.  McGarry 
District  Engineer 
Department  of  the  Army 
Baltimore  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
P 0 Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 


Dear  Colonel  McGarry: 


In  response  to  your  request  of  January  5,  1976,  for 
review  of  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
and  an  expression  of  opinion  and  concurrence  with 
the  recommendations  contained  therein,  permit  me  to 
offer  the  following  comments  on  behalf  of  the  County 
of  Broome. 

At  my  request,  the  Broome  County  Planning  Department 
has  reviewed  the  Study  and  recommended  that  the  County 
of  Broome  approve  and  adopt  the  conclusions  set  forth 
therein  and  initiate  the  long-range  planning  necessary 
for  their  implementation.  The  County  of  Broome  has 
had  a long  history  of  planning  for  wastewater  manage- 
ment. It  is  the  firm  belief  of  the  local  staff  persons 
who  participated  in  and  reviewed  the  Study  that  the 
recommendations  set  forth  are  based  on  a thorough  in- 
ventory, analysis  and  consideration  of  the  needs  for 
wastewater  management  in  the  Broome-Tioga  region.  In 
addition,  careful  attention  has  been  given  to  all  ap- 
plicable state  and  federal  requirements.  The  inclusion 
in  the  Study  of  representatives  from  the  New  York  State 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  Commission,  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Broome  County  Planning  Department  and  the 
Southern  Tier  East  Regional  Planning  Board,  as  well  as 
representatives  from  the  community  at  large,  will  tes- 
tify to  this. 

My  conviction  is  reinforced  by  the  fact  that  the  con- 
clusions arrived  at  in  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Manage- 
ment Study  pertaining  to  Service  Area  Number  1 (Chenango 
Valley)  reaffirm  those  made  in  the  report  completed  by 
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Robert  J.  Martin,  P.E.,  concerning  the  same  subject. 
This  fact  is  especially  important  as  the  Resolution 
of  the  Broome  County  Legislature  adopting  the  recom- 
mendations contained  in  the  Martin  report  made  pro- 
vision for  modification  of  the  Legislature's  action 
based  upon  further  study  effort.  Because  the  Waste- 
water  Management  Study  confirms  the  Martin  recommen- 
datioi _ , the  County  of  Broome  is  now  in  the  position 
to  begin  the  process  of  implementation  with  respect 
to  that  Service  Area. 


Finally,  in  a letter  dated  April  23,  1975,  from  the 
New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conserva- 
tion, the  statement  was  made  that,  based  upon  previous 
reports  completed  for  the  county  and  the  Binghamton 
Wastewater  Management  Study  (then  in  progress),  plan- 
ning for  the  Southern  Tier  East  Region  (Broome  and 
Tioga  Counties)  is  sufficient  to  identify  the  next 
step  for  the  Pure  Waters  Program. 


It  is  the  conclusion  of  the  County  of  Broome  that  the 
adoption  of  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  the 
Study  will  signify  that  most  of  the  requirements  of 
Area-wide  Waste  Treatment  Management  Planning  as 
promulgated  in  S 208  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  (PL92-500)  will  be 
satisfied.  This  is  particularly  important  in  terms 
of  the  county's  eligibility  for  implementation  grants 
from  the  fedcTal  government. 


In  light  of  the  above  comments  and  on  behalf  of  the 
County  of  Broome,  I wish  to  express  my  endorsement 
of,  and  concurrence  with,  the  recommendations  set 
forth  in  the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study. 


. y 

Yotfrs  very  Truly, 

//lA-  t l'U 


ELC  g 


w •- 

EDWIN  L.  CRAWFORD 
COUNTY  EXECUTIVE 


T 


cc : N Shadduck,  Chmn , County  Legislature 

T McAvoy , Chmn,  Community  Affairs  Comm. 
S Hayes,  STERPB 

C Coleman,  Commr  of  Public  Works 
R Martin,  P.E. 

J Missavage,  Commr  of  Planning 
R Austin,  Health  Dept. 

J Murray,  County  Attorney 
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TIOGA  COUNTY  LEGISLATURE 
County  Office  Building 
Owego,  New  York  13827 

Telephone  May  7,  1976 

60  W'0304 


General  Robert  McGarry 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Baltimore  District 
Baltimore,  Maryland 

Dear  Sir: 

I have  reviewed  your  Binghamton  Waste  Water  Management  Survey  and 
there  is  a lot  of  valuable  information  contained  in  this  report. 

Your  plans  for  the  Owego  Area  have  been  implemented.  The  secondary 
sewage  treatment  plant  in  the  Village  and  Town  of  Owego  is  already  being 
implement. 

As  you  know,  the  majority  of  this  study  was  mostly  concerning  the 
Broome  County  area,  however,  it  is  a worthwhile  study  for  the  parties 
concerned. 


Very  truly  yours, 


EDH/clt  Edward  D.  Hubbard,  Chairman 

Tioga  County  Legislature 
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SOUTHCRfl  TIER  ERST  REGIOnRL  PLflnmnG  DEVElOPITlEnT  BOARD 


COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDING 
GOVERNMENT  PLAZA  P O BOX  17BB 
BINGHAMTON  • NEW  YORK  13902 
PHONE  607  773  3856 


EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  DIRECTOR 

JOSEPH  M MISSAVAGE  STANLEY  I HAYES,  JR 


April  28,  1976 


Mr.  James  E.  Crews 
Chairman,  Interagency  Study 
Management  Group 

Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
Baltimore  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
P.O.  Box  1715 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

RE:  REVIEW  OF  DRAFT  DOCUMENTS-BWMS 


Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

The  Southern  Tier  East  Regional  Planning  Development  Board  has 
reviewed  the  draft  documents  transmitted  to  this  office  29  March  1976. 

Generally,  STERPDB  finds  the  information  contained  within  the  reports 
to  be  most  acceptable.  Permit  me  to  suggest,  however,  that  the  Preview 
contain  a list  of  members  and  their  corresponding  agencies  included  in 
the  ISMG . In  this  way,  should  the  reader  be  interested  in  obtaining 
more  information  or  asking  questions  about  the  study,  names  of  contact 
persons  will  be  readily  available. 

I am  somewhat  concerned  about  the  conclusions  drawn  in  the  Cultural 
Resources  Reconnaissance  Report.  Dr.  Plog  indicates  that  his  research 
is  preliminary  and  that  a more  detailed  effort  will  be  required  prior  to 
implementation  of  a selected  alternative.  The  report  does  not  indicate 
the  agency  that  would  be  responsible  for  and  bear  the  cost  of  this  study 
effort.  This  should  be  made  clear  to  the  reader. 

I am  looking  forward  toward  receiving  the  final  report  of  the 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study. 

Sincerely  yours. 


^foSEPH  M.  MIS9&VAGE 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

JMM/bp 
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RESPONSE 

The  Preview  has  been  revised  to  include  a list  of  the  names 
and  addresses  of  the  Interagency  Study  Management  Group 
| participants  and  the  chairman  of  the  Citizens  Advisory 

Committee. 

As  noted  in  the  response  to  the  concern  for  cultural  re- 

* 

sources,  detailed  field  surveys  will  be  the  responsibility  of 
local  agencies  receiving  federal  grant  money  for  planning, 
design,  and  construction  of  specific  wastewater  facilities. 

; 

. 
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Broome  County  Health  Department 

Environmental  Health  Division 
20  Wall  Street 

Binghamton,  New  York  13901 
(607  ) 772-2489 


Edwin  L Crawtord,  County  Executive 
Cameron  F McRae,  M O. 

Commissioner  of  Health 
Roland  M Austin,  Director 
Environmental  Services 


May  6,  1976 


Mr.  James  E.  Crews,  Chairman 
Inter-Agency  Study  Management  Group 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study 
Department  of  the  Army 
Baltimore  District,  Corns  of  Engineers 
P.  0.  Box  1715 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21203 

Dear  Mr.  Crews: 

The  Broome  County  Health  Department,  at  your  request,  has  reviewed 
the  Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study  for  Broome  and  Tioga  Counties, 

New  York  and  adds  its  endorsement  to  the  recommendations  made  in  that 
report  and  summarized  in  Chanter  XII  of  the  Summary  Appendix. 

The  thoroughness  and  comprehensive  scone  of  this  two-year-study  is 
evident  in  the  renort  itself  with  its  extensive  coverage  of  background 
data,  wastewater  flow  analyses,  design  possibilities  and  nlan  formulations. 
In  addition,  citizens'  participation  has  been  achieved  to  a degree  and 
intensity  rare  in  other  studies  of  this  kind.  A great  deal  of  credit 
must  go  to  the  very  active  Citizens’  Advisory  Committee  and  its  vigorous 
leadership  which  made  possible  valuable  contributions  from  interested 
citizens  with  a wide  variety  of  environmental  interests  and  concerns. 

The  final  choice  of  Plan  2 C includes  consideration  of  land  applica- 
tion of  liquid  sludge,  a procedure  offering  much  premise  for  the  re-use 
of  nutrient  material  presently  being  wasted  in  too  many  American  communities 
Broome  County  is  already  in  the  forefront  of  efforts  to  develop  land  anplica 
tion  methods,  with  an  experimental  project  already  under  way  involving 
the  Binghamton-Johnson  City  Sewage  Treatment  Plant,  local  farming  interests, 
the  State  I'niversity  of  Mew  York  at  Binqhamton,  and  local  Health  Department. 

Plan  2 C also  proposes  the  construction  of  a new  secondary  plant 
to  serve  the  Chenango  Valley  area  of  Broome  County  and  this  decision 
was  reached  only  after  thorough  consideration  of  other  alternatives 
enabling  the  County  of  Broome  and  the  concerned  communities  to  proceed 
with  the  implementation  providing  sewerage  service  for  that  important 
area. 
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Mr.  James  E.  Crews 


- 2 - May  6,  1976 


This  study  has  provided  the  people  of  Broome  County  with  an  important 
planning  document  enablinq  us  to  proceed  with  the  much  needed  construction 
of  those  sanitary  facilities  including  control  of  infiltration  and  inflow 
control,  main  trunk  lines,  and  sewage  service  areas  that  are  so  vitally 
important  to  a growing  modern  community. 


RMA:  jm 

CC:  Dr. 

McRae 

Mr. 

Edwin 

Crawford 

Mr. 

Joseoh 

Missavage 

Mr. 

Norman 

Shadduck 

Mr. 

Thomas 

McAvoy 

I 
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Remarks  from  the  CAC  regarding  its  participation  in  the  Binghamton  Wastewater 
Management  Study 

The  CAC  is  very  grateful  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
Binghamton  Wastewater  Management  Study.  From  our  viewpoint  having  a CAC  in 
such  a study  is  a good  idea  and  we  hope  that  the  Corps  will  continue  this 
procedure  for  public  participation. 

The  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee  did  not  function  without  difficulty. 

We  list  here  some  of  the  problems  encountered  in  hopes  that  this  will  help 
future  CAC  to  avoid  them. 

Membership 

From  a total  membership  list  of  approximately  40  we  had  about  20  who 
were  "reasonably"  active  and  of  these  only  about  10  who  were  active  throughout 
the  entire  duration  of  the  study.  Thus  about  half  of  the  membership  never 
participated  at  all.  Nor  did  they  ever  contact  the  CAC  chairman  or  the  Corps 
requesting  that  they  be  removed  from  the  committee. 

The  active  members  of  the  CAC  decided  early  in  the  study  not  to  remove 
the  inactive  members.  This  decision  was  based  mainly  on  the  idea  that  even  if 
these  people  were  not  attending  CAC  meetings  they  were  receiving  all  study 
reports  and  were  therefore  becoming  informed  about  the  study.  The  CAC  thus 
reasoned  that  the  possible  good  to  be  gained  by  leaving  them  on  the  CAC  out- 
weighed the  advantages  of  asking  them  to  resign. 

From  time  to  time  during  the  study  the  CAC  reconsidered  its  position 
and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  study  reached  a somewhat  different  conclusion. 

Looking  back  we  then  felt  that  inactive  members  should  have  been  asked  to  make 
a choice  of  three  options  (a)  active  participation,  (b)  inactive  but  continue 
to  receive  the  written  reports  or  (c)  to  withdraw  their  names  from  the  list. 

Once  an  active  core  of  members  is  defined  they  should  be  encouraged  to 
identify  others  whom  they  feel  would  make  good  members.  This  should  then  allow 
gaining  the  full  active  membership  early  in  the  study.  One  problem  the  Binghamton 
CAC  faced  was  that  of  having  too  few  really  active  members.  The  voluminous  reports 
which  had  to  be  considered  after  a very  short  period  of  time  could  have  been 
handled  better  had  the  CAC  been  able  to  assign  small  committees  to  work  on  segments 
of  the  reports. 

On  the  basis  of  our  experience  it  would  seem  desirable  to  have  an 
active  membership  of  20-30  persons  with  perhaps  another  10  to  20  members  who 
would  be  at  least  intermittantly  active. 

Reports 

The  work  of  the  CAC  consisted  mainly  of  studying  and  reacting  to  the 
printed  reports  of  the  engineering  consultants.  Understandably  the  Corps  had 
established  deadlines  for  each  phase  of  the  study.  Dates  were  also  established 
for  the  Issuance  of  the  various  reports.  On  the  basis  of  such  dates  CAC  meeting 
could  be  scheduled.  Problems  frequently  arose  however  when  the  reports  were  late 
arriving.  Rescheduling  CAC  meetings  was  very  difficult  because  such  meeting  dates 
had  to  be  set  a reasonable  length  of  time  after  the  arrival  of  the  report  and  had 
to  be  scheduled  long  enough  in  advance  to  allow  CAC  members  to  arrange  their 
personal  schedules  and  yet  the  date  of  arrival  of  the  reports  was  not  known. 
Frequently  the  CAC  chairman  was  forced  to  tell  CAC  members  that  the  next  meeting 
would  be  held  on  a Tuesday  night  2 weeks  after  the  arrival  of  the  expected  report. 
Obviously  attendance  has  to  suffer  with  this  type  of  scheduling. 
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One  might  think  that  the  CAC  could  have  awaited  the  arrival  of  the 
reports  and  then  have  scheduled  a meeting  allowing  for  a reasonable  period  of 
study.  Unfortunately  this  was  not  possible  since  the  study  deadlines 
established  by  the  Corps  could  not  have  been  met.  Thus  the  CAC  could  either 
do  a hurried  job  and  report  its  reactions  at  the  next  ISMG  meeting  or  it  could 
take  a reasonable  amount  of  time  to  study  the  report  but  miss  the  opportunity 
of  reporting  at  the  ISMG  meeting.  The  CAC  opted  for  the  former  approach. 

The  problem  of  timing  leads  naturally  to  the  next  matter  of  concern-- 
the  length  or  volume  of  the  reports.  Three  factors  contributed  to  a sense  of 
frustration  by  the  CAC--the  short  period  available  for  reading  the  reports,  the 
length  of  the  reports  and  the  small  number  of  active  members.  CAC  members 
feel  that  many  of  the  reports  could  have  been  more  condensed.  The  CAC  feels 
that  in  future  studies  of  this  type  that  summaries  could  be  prepared  either 
by  the  Corns  or  by  the  consultants.  Such  a procedure  should  take  care  to  summarize  not 
only  the  major  points  in  each  report,  but  also  the  minor  ones  (perhaps  a standard 
outline  form  could  be  used  instead  of  a Table  of  Contents),  since  the  nuances  of  given 
alternative  are  often  not  immediately  apparent  in  a summary.  In  addition,  at 
least  two  copies  of  the  full  report  should  be  entrusted  to  the  Chairman  for  the 
use  of  individual  committee  members.  CAC  members  finding  something  in  the 
summary  which  they  questioned  could  then  proceed  to  the  full  report.  The 
complete  reports  must  of  course  be  available  to  all  members  but  summaries 
would  greatly  increase  the  CAC's  effectiveness. 

Some  CAC  members  feel  that  the  poor  timing  and  the  length  of  the 
reports  was  the  cause  of  poor  attendance  at  some  CAC  meetings.  Some  could  not 
attend  because  of  the  short  notice.  Others  did  not  attend  because  they  had  not 
had  time  to  read  the  reports. 

The  CAC  understands  the  necessity  of  deadlines  and  the  unpredictability 
of  delays  but  the  fact  remains  that  the  time  squeeze  and  the  volume  of  material 
seriously  eroded  the  CAC's  ability  to  perform  its  designated  function. 

Cooperation  by  Corps  and  Consultants 

Members  of  the  CAC  felt  that  the  cooperation  by  the  representative  of 
the  Corps  and  LMS  was  excellent.  They  were  always  very  well  informed  on  all 
aspects  of  the  study  and  showed  no  reluctance  in  answering  the  many  questions 
posed  by  CAC  members.  Neither  Corps  nor  consultant's  representatives  made  any 
attempt  to  influence  or  direct  the  decisions  of  the  CAC. 

The  CAC  is  aware  of  the  expense  involved  in  having  these  representatives 
in  attendance  at  the  frequent  CAC  meetings  but  we  feel  that  this  attendance  is 
essential  to  the  activities  of  the  CAC.  In  short  the  CAC  feels  that  the 
representative  of  both  the  Corps  and  the  consultants  did  an  outstanding  job. 

Other 

Some  members  of  the  CAC  were  engineers  or  people  professionally 
acquanted  with  at  least  some  of  the  technical  terms.  Others  however  had  little 
or  no  previous  knowledge  of  sewage  treatment  processes  or  terminology.  The  CAC 
suggests  that  future  CACs  would  benefit  from  a glossary  of  such  terms  as  MA_CD]q 
00,  BOD,  ISI  etc. 

In  summary  the  CAC  feels  that  its  Involvement  in  the  Binghamton 
Wastewater  Management  Study  was  a worthwhile  endeavor.  We  feel  that  the  Study 
benefited  from  our  participation.  We  hope  that  our  participation  will 
facilitate  the  Implementation  of  the  Study  recommendations  by  our  fellow  citizens 
of  the  area. 
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